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The Maine Department of Transportation
(MaineD OT ) and the Fe deral Hig hw ay
Administration (FHWA) have undertaken the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study to evaluate transportation alternatives to relieve traffic congestion
and improve safety along U.S. Route 1 (Route 1 or
Main Street) in and around Wiscasset and Edgecomb,
Maine. Route 1 is the major tourist, recreational, and
commuter route in Maine’s Mid-Coast Region. This
environmental impact statement (EIS)/Section 4(f )
Evaluation examines the environmental effects of the
“No-build” Alternative and the five build alternatives
developed to satisfy the study purpose and needs.
The purpose of this EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation is to
provide the FHWA, the MaineDOT, and the public
with a full accounting of the environmental impacts
to the natural, social, atmospheric, and transportation environments. The EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation
serves as the primary document to facilitate review
of the project by federal, state, and local agencies and
the general public.

S.1 Summary
The
Maine
Department
of Transportation (MaineDOT) and
the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have undertaken the Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study to evaluate transportation alternatives to relieve traffic
congestion and improve safety along U.S.
Route 1 (Route 1 or Main Street) in and
around Wiscasset and Edgecomb, Maine
(exhibits S.1 and S.2). Route 1 is the major tourist, recreational, and commuter
route in Maine’s Mid-Coast Region. The
Route 1 corridor through Wiscasset and
Edgecomb, along with Boothbay Road in
Edgecomb, serves as the gateway to the
Boothbay Harbor Region, accommodating heavy tourist and recreational traffic
in the summer. Route 1 serves as a major commuter route for local and regional residents and commuters and as the
“Main Street” for Wiscasset’s downtown
commercial center (Wiscasset Village).
Wiscasset Village, with its shops, restaurants, historic attractions, and public
facilities, bustles with activity, especially
during the summer months. The heavy
through-traffic, combined with turning
traffic, pedestrian activity, and vehicles
pulling in and out of on-street parking
spaces, results in the Wiscasset Village
area acting as a choke point for traffic on
Route 1 and the region. During the summer, traffic is often backed up for several
miles in both directions as too many ve-
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Exhibit S.1 – Study Location Map
©2002 maps.com

Bumper-to-bumper traffic in Wiscasset Village and on the Davey Bridge on a typical summer day

hicles try to wind their way down Main
Street through Wiscasset Village. The
traffic congestion creates major delays
for travelers and has a negative effect on
the town of Wiscasset and neighboring
towns.
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS)/Section 4(f ) Evaluation was initiated to examine ways to improve traffic congestion and safety in and around
Wiscasset. The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation is
the latest in a variety of studies aimed at
identifying solutions to traffic-congestion
problems that have plagued Wiscasset for
the last half-century. Residents and offi-

cials in Wiscasset and nearby communities have been looking at ways to ease the
growing traffic problem in the center of
Wiscasset for nearly 50 years.

S.1.1 Purpose
The purpose of this project is to increase public safety, enhance mobility
(i.e., reduce congestion), and provide a
net improvement to the environment in
Wiscasset, Maine. The ‘environment’ is
interpreted comprehensively and consists
of the natural and physical environment
and the relationship of people with that
environment.
In compliance with Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) is required to prepare an overall and basic project purpose

statement to determine compliance with
the 404(b)(1) guidelines. Accordingly,
the USACE has determined that the basic project purpose is “…to improve eastwest traffic movements through the town
of Wiscasset and surrounding communities along the Route 1 corridor in order to
improve public safety and relieve traffic
congestion.”

S.1.2 Needs
S.1.2.1 Traffic Congestion
Traffic congestion on Route 1 through
Wiscasset and Edgecomb has been a
problem for more than 50 years. Traffic
volumes and congestion on Route 1 in
the Mid-Coast Region are highly seasonal due to the influx of visitors and seasonal residents in the summer. For much

of the year, Route 1 has sufficient capacity to handle the traffic demands on it.
During the summer months, especially
July and August, traffic increases dramatically. During those months, northbound
and southbound backups emanating from
Wiscasset Village begin before 11 a.m. and
continue to 6 p.m. or later (exhibit S.3).
Northbound traffic backups longer than 4
miles have been recorded. Travel speeds
on Route 1 approaching Wiscasset Village
from both directions drop precipitously
as traffic volume increases. Typically, approaching drivers average 50 mph in the
morning and evening and 10 mph during
the day from 11 a.m. to 6 p.m.
The Wiscasset Village section of Route
1 has a lower capacity due to various contributing factors, including lower speed,
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Exhibit S.2 – Study Area

Inset Map

See Inset Map
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MaineDOT crash data for January
2001 through December 2003 show that
146 crashes occurred on Route 1 and 25
crashes occured on Gardiner Road in the
study area. The MaineDOT identified five
high crash locations (HCLs) in the study
area:
•
•
•
•
•

Exhibit S.3 – Traffic Volume Versus Speed for Route 1
Approaching Wiscasset Village During July and August
frequent turns of vehicles to and from side
streets, pedestrians crossing Main Street
and side streets, and vehicles entering or
exiting the main traffic stream from onstreet parking spaces on Main Street. To
a lesser extent, the moderate incline along
Main Street from the Sheepscot River
through High Street and the curve in the
roadway west of High Street contribute
to congestion in the area. The resulting
traffic-carrying capacity of Main Street is
not great enough to handle the increased
volume of Route 1 traffic, and vehicles
headed toward Wiscasset Village simply
back-up on Route 1 both west and east
of it. These traffic delays affect not only
the through-travelers but also Wiscasset
Village pedestrians and local traffic using side streets, driveways, and on-street

parking trying to enter the Route 1 traffic
stream or to cross to the other side. For
left-turning vehicles from side streets and
driveways, in particular, there can be delays of several minutes in finding a gap in
the traffic.
S.1.2.2 Safety Concerns
Traffic safety is a major concern of area
residents who experience increased traffic congestion on Route 1 leading to risky
driver behaviors. There is similar concern
about the safety of pedestrians, who dart
into traffic in an attempt to cross the street
during shorter and less frequent gaps in
the stream of traffic. Another safety issue
is the concern that congestion on Route
1 leads to potential delays to emergencyvehicle response times.

Route 1 at Lee Street and Bradford
Road
Route 1 at Gardiner Road
Route 1 from Railroad Street to
Edgcomb town line
Route 1 at Eddy Road
Route 1 at Boothbay Road

S.1.2.3 High Traffic Volume Threatens
Wiscasset’s Community Character
Wiscasset developed a strong, welldefined community center as it developed as a port in the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries, and it has
been able to preserve much of its architectural and community character. The
Wiscasset Village commercial area gained
importance in the Mid-Coast Region of
Maine in the early nineteenth century,
when Wiscasset was one of the major
ports serving Maine and northern New
England. Wiscasset Village includes community resources, such as the library, post
office, public docks, government buildings, churches, and a thriving commercial
district on and near Main Street, that are
generally located within walking distance
of each other. Wiscasset Village includes
many individual buildings that date to the

				

early nineteenth century, when Wiscasset
was a major seaport, and maintains its
physical orientation to the waterfront.
During the summer, the flow of traffic
in both directions on Main Street can be
constant for most of the day. This heavy
flow of traffic prevents the free movement of shoppers, business people, and
residents within the business district
and chokes travel throughout Wiscasset
Village. This makes it difficult for businesses and community services to thrive
and function efficiently when their customers and constituents cannot easily access these facilities or when deliveries are
delayed. Residents find it increasingly difficult to run routine errands during the
day and have to alter their daily routines
during the summer. The heavy traffic volumes on Main Street restrict both vehicular and pedestrian travel. Pedestrians
find it increasingly difficult to cross Main
Street during the summer due to the
heavy traffic volumes. This restriction of
movement is seen by many as detracting
from the overall quality of life, livability,
and character of Wiscasset Village.

S.1.3 Alternatives
A range of alternatives was proposed to
address the transportation problems along
Route 1 in Wiscasset and Edgecomb. In
identifying, planning, and developing the
alternatives, the MaineDOT consulted
with the FHWA, regulatory and resource
agencies at the state and federal levels, local officials, stakeholder groups, and the

public. A screening process, undertaken
in three stages, was established to systematically consider the wide range of potential alternatives and to identify a reasonable number to be retained for detailed
analysis.
The screening analysis considered alternatives that fit into six broad families:
no-build, southern, central, northern,
tunnel, and railroad-relocation alternatives. The No-build Alternative was fully
developed to allow an equal comparison
to the build alternatives and was carried
through the screening process. The family
of southern alternatives and some of the
northern alternatives were developed to
explore routes that avoided interference
with residential and commercial land uses
in Wiscasset Village by completely bypassing the downtown area. The remainder of the family of northern alternatives
and the family of central alternatives were
developed to examine a shorter bypass
located closer to Wiscasset Village, which
would minimize the amount of new construction and property to be acquired.
The central alternatives included a railroad-relocation alternative.
The family of railroad-relocation alternatives was developed and intended to be
used in conjunction with the central alternatives. It was suggested that relocating the railroad could reduce congestion
on Route 1 by eliminating traffic back-ups
when trains cross Main Street and that
improved rail service might divert additional travelers from road to rail.
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The family of tunnel alternatives explored various options for placing Route
1 underneath Wiscasset Village to shorten the length of the bypass, restrict construction to the more urban areas, and
avoid potential aesthetic impacts of a new
bridge.
The analysis performed in Stage I in
2001 resulted in the No-build Alternative,
one southern alternative, two central alternatives (with each matched to one of
the three railroad-relocation alternatives), and two northern alternatives being retained for further consideration.
Other alternatives were dismissed from
further consideration because of their inability to satisfy the study purpose and
solve the identified problems; their potential impact to the natural, social, economic, and cultural environments of the
area; or both.
The screening analysis performed in
Stage II occurred in 2001 and 2002 and
focused on the select group of alternatives retained from Stage I. New alternatives, modifications of alternatives, and
combinations of alternatives were considered. The alternatives in Stage II were
developed to a greater level of detail than
in Stage I: more detailed cost, environmental, and traffic data were developed
and analyzed. New alternatives in Stage
II underwent a review equivalent to those
in Stage I before consideration at a Stage
II level of detail. Some new alternatives
were dismissed at a Stage I level of detail. Stage II involved regular consultation

with affected municipalities and the public. Northern alternatives were emphasized in this stage; the new alternatives
introduced during Stage II were all northern alternatives. At the end of the analysis
in Stage II, only the No-build Alternative
and three northern alternatives were retained for further consideration.
The screening analysis performed in
Stage III occurred in 2002. It relied on
(1) extensive information from regulatory and resource agencies at the state and
federal levels to refine the permitting and
regulatory issues; and (2) continued coordination with affected towns and the public. Variations of northern alternatives
were dismissed from further consideration or combined with alternatives that
were retained for further consideration.
For the build alternatives, partial interchanges with Route 1 and Gardiner Road
were developed with two ramps each to
maximize traffic and travel benefits and
to minimize environmental impacts. At
the conclusion of the analysis in Stage
III, the MaineDOT retained the No-build
Alternative and four build alternatives for
further consideration.
Following the conclusion of the screening process, the MaineDOT initiated, in
December 2005, the conceptual design of
the build alternatives retained for further
consideration. Its purpose was to further
develop each build alternative to better
understand it, including how it would
operate and its potential impacts to the
natural, social, economic, and cultur-
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al resources of the area. During conceptual design, one of the build alternatives
retained was modified to create an additional alternative.
In support of the conceptual design
of the build alternatives retained for further consideration and to aid further decision-making, the initial study area was
reduced to allow a more focused analysis of the build alternatives. Reducing the
study area allowed the MaineDOT to provide greater understanding and details for
identifying the natural, social, economic,
and cultural resources and features proximate to the build alternatives performed
at the planning level, as well as to focus
the analysis to be performed during more
detailed studies on the most important issues and concerns.
The No-build Alternative and five build
alternatives are being studied in this DEIS.
The build alternatives are (exhibit S.4):
• N2/N8c
• N2/N2h/N2f-1
• N2/N2h/N2f-2
• N2/N2h
• N2/N2a/N2h
The No-build Alternative consists of
no new highway construction or other
measures to increase capacity or to decrease traffic and travel demand on Route
1 in the study area, other than transportation systems management and transportation demand management measures
and projects that have been programmed
in the MaineDOT’s long-range plans or
through independent actions (e.g., main-

tenance and local projects). The Nobuild Alternative assumes that the existing road network would be maintained at
its current level and rehabilitated or rebuilt to continue its current capacity. The
No-build Alternative would not displace
commercial or residential properties, it
would likely continue the sprawling pattern of development prevalent for the
past several decades and therefore exacerbate the congestion and safety effects in
Wiscasset Village and Edgecomb. The intersection of Route 1 and Boothbay Road
in Edgecomb would be improved as part
of the No-build Alternative.
The build alternatives share common
controls of vehicle access and a portion of
common alignment—N2.
Vehicle access to the build alternatives
would be limited to three points: The
southern terminus on Route 1 in Wiscasset,
the northern terminus on Routes 1 and 27
in Edgecomb, and an intermediate point
on Gardiner Road in Wiscasset. Access
at these points would be limited to traffic that would use the build alternative to
cross the Sheepscot River. In this way, the
number of on-ramps and off-ramps would
be minimized, while serving the needs of
the largest volumes of through traffic.
N2 would start at Route 1 near Old
Bath Road and continue north and east
of Gardiner Road. N2 would be used by
Sheepscot River-crossing traffic either
originated from or destined to Route 1
south of Old Bath Road. Southbound
traffic from Wiscasset Village would use

a new ramp off Old Bath Road to continue southbound on Route 1. N2 would be
approximately 1.4 miles long from Route
1 to Gardiner Road. The following four
roads would bridge over N2: Old Bath
Road, Bradford Road, Willow Lane, and
Gardiner Road.
Alternative N2/N8c, from the eastern
limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road, turns
south and crosses Alna Road. Ramps connecting to Gardiner Road would provide
access to Alternative N2/N8c in the northbound direction and from Alternative
N2/N8c in the southbound direction.
Alternative N2/N8c would require the
construction of an approximate 4,150foot-long bridge across the western portion of the Sheepscot River to Davis Island.
The bridge would be approximately 50 feet
above the water, at its highest point, during normal water level. Alternative N2/
N8c would cross over the railroad bridge
with adequate clearance for trains to pass
underneath. Alternative N2/N8c would
connect with Route 1 via an intersection
near the MaineDOT maintenance facility
on Davis Island. A small portion of Route
1 would be reconstructed to create the intersection. Alternative N2/N8c is approximately 3.2 miles long and bypasses approximately 1.9 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1, from the
eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road,
continues north and east, crossing over
Alna Road. Ramps connecting to Gardiner
Road would provide access to Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1 in the nor thb ound

Summary
Exhibit S.4 – Alternatives Retained for Further Consideration
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direction and from Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1 in the southbound direction.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would be constructed approximately 25 feet over Alna
Road. It would require the construction
of an approximate 600-foot-long bridge
across the northern portion of Polly Clark
Cove. It follows the southern tip of Clark
Point to the Sheepscot River. It would
require the construction of an approximate 1,600-foot-long bridge across the
Sheepscot River. Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 would bridge over the railroad
tracks at Clark Point and would require
the construction of a third bridge over
the inlet to a small cove in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 connects with
Route 1 in Edgecomb at a partial interchange with Route 27. Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1 is approximately 4 miles long
and bypasses 2.6 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 is a modification of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1. West
of Engelbrekt Road, it turns east and follows the same alignment as N2h to Route
1 near Atlantic Highway in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would be
constructed approximately 20 feet under Engelbrekt Road. It would connect
with Route 1 east of the intersection with
Atlantic Highway and would cross approximately 10 feet under the intersection
of Route 27 and Cross Road. Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-2 is approximately 4.4 miles
long and bypasses 3 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would not impact the cove in Edgecomb impacted by

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1, and it would
have a more conventional interchange
configuration compared to Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1.
Alternative N2/N2h, from the eastern
limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road, continues north and east, crossing over Alna
Road. Ramps connecting to Gardiner
Road would provide access to Alternative
N2/N2h in the northbound direction and
from Alternative N2/N2h in the southbound direction. Alternative N2/N2h
would require the construction of an approximate 600-foot-long bridge across
the northern portion of Polly Clark Cove.
Alternative N2/N2h follows the southern
tip of Clark Point to the Sheepscot River.
It would bridge over the railroad tracks at
Clark Point. It would require construction
of an approximate 2,200-foot-long bridge
parallel to the steel-truss railroad bridge
across the Sheepscot River. Alternative
N2/N2h would travel south and connect
with Route 1 east of the intersection with
Atlantic Highway. Alternative N2/N2h is
approximately 4.7 miles long and bypasses 3 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h, from the
eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road,
continues north and east, crossing first
over West Alna Road and then Alna Road.
Ramps connecting to Gardiner Road
would provide access to Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h in the northbound direction
and from Alternative N2/N2a/N2h in the
southbound direction. Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h would require the construction
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of an approximate 500-foot-long bridge
across the northern portion of Polly Clark
Cove. It would require an approximate
700-foot-long bridge over the Sheepscot
River north of the steel-truss railroad
bridge. Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would
travel south and connect with Route 1 east
of the intersection with Atlantic Highway.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h is approximately 4.9 miles long and bypasses 3 miles of
Route 1.

S.2 Major Conclusions – Impacts
to the Natural and Social
Environment
From a broad perspective, the build
alternatives retained for further consideration are quite similar. The build alternatives would begin at the same point on
Route 1 to the west of Wiscasset Village,
carry traffic to the north of Wiscasset
Village, and reconnect with Route 1 on
Davis Island or to the east of the Sheepscot
River in Edgecomb. The build alternatives
are the same between Route 1 near Old
Bath Road and Gardiner Road.
The No-build Alternative would adversely impact the study area by failing to
remove traffic backups from Route 1 in
Wiscasset, failing to address safety problems at five HCLs, and negatively impacting Wiscasset’s community character by
not reducing heavy traffic in Wiscasset
Village. Traffic congestion in Wiscasset is
projected to worsen under the No-build
Alternative.

The build alternatives would have considerable beneficial impacts to the study
area. Each of the alternatives would have
similar positive impacts to mobility and
congestion on Route 1, in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. Alternative N2/N8c would divert the greatest amount of daily traffic
from Route 1 through Wiscasset Village
and onto the new roadway—followed by
Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/
N2f-2, N2/N2h, and N2/N2a/N2h. The
build alternatives would reduce seasonal
average daily traffic on Route 1 through
Wiscasset Village by about 50 percent
with N2/N2a/N2h and nearly 90 percent
with N2/N8c.
The reduction in traffic congestion
from the build alternatives would have
the positive impact of diverting traffic
away from the HCLs in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. The build alternatives would
have the added benefit of improving safety through Wiscasset Village. By removing substantial numbers of through-traffic
vehicles from Route 1 through Wiscasset
Village, the potential for conflicts between
Wiscasset Village pedestrian activity and
Route 1 through-traffic would be reduced
and Wiscasset’s community character
would be preserved and enhanced. The
build alternatives would reduce congestion on Route 1 and remove impediments
to the movement of emergency vehicles.
Although the majority of the potential
adverse impacts from the build alternatives are similar, a few distinct differences
exist. They differ in five key areas: impacts

to wetlands; commercial and residential
displacements; impacts to properties afforded protection under Section 4(f );
constructability; and construction costs
(exhibit S.5).

S.2.1 Impacts to Wetlands
The No-build Alternative would impact
0.5 acre of freshwater wetlands. The build
alternatives would impact between 5.7
and 8.9 acres of freshwater wetlands.

S.2.2 Residential and Commercial
Displacements
The No-build Alternative would not
displace residential and commercial properties.
The build alternatives would result in
the displacement and relocation of residential and commercial properties:
•

•

Alternative N2/N8c would displace 25
residential units and 12 businesses, all
of which are in Wiscasset. Alternative
N2/N8c would displace one public
facility: the MaineDOT Edgecomb
maintenance facility.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would displace 27 residential units and 13 businesses. Of the 27 housing units displaced by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1,
23 are in Wiscasset and four are in
Edgecomb. Of the 13 businesses displaced by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1,
ten are in Wiscasset and three are in
Edgecomb.

Summary
Exhibit S.5 – Distinct Differences among the Alternatives
No-build Alternative

Alternative N2/N8c

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2

Alternative N2/N2h

Alternative N2/N2a/N2h

0.5

5.7

5.8

8.9

8.8

8.7

1

5

5

4

4

6

Area within 250 feet of pool(s)

1.8 ac.

6.8 ac.

8.0 ac.

5.0 ac.

5.8 ac.

7.8 ac.

Area within 700 feet of pool(s)

2.5 ac.

23.0 ac.

32.6 ac.

24.1 ac.

25.4 ac.

32.2 ac.

No additional impact

Minimal impact — minor reduction in undeveloped area in narrow portions or otherwise lower
value portions of undeveloped
habitat blocks

No additional impacts

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.4 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.2 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.2 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.3 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.1 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Residential Displacements

0

25

27

33

28

29

Commercial Displacements

0

12

13

15

15

15

No use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

131,370

73,818

185,079

206,922

205,842

Impacts to Freshwater Wetlands (ac.)
Vernal Pools
Number impacted

Unfragmented Habitat

Threatened and Endangered Species

Properties Afforded Protection Under
Section 4(f)
Constructability: Excess Earthwork (cy)

Moderate impact — undeveloped habitat blocks would be reduced to an undivided block greater
than 100 acres not bisected

Severe impact — undeveloped
habitat blocks are bisected into
one or more smaller habitat areas with remnant less than 100
acres

Traffic Safety and Mobility
Annual Crashes (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

-9

-15

-15

-9

-8

VMT (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

+9,700,000

+8,500,000

+8,500,000

+9,800,000

+9,300,000

VHT (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

-1,130,000

-1,090,000

-1,090,000

-1,040,000

-1,030,000

$77,650,000

$68,450,000

Declining Mobility on existing
Route 1

Improved mobility through the removal of through-traffic from existing Route 1 to a controlled-access facility

Operations:

Estimated Construction Costs (2006 Dollars)

Short weave movement between Route 1 northbound traffic and Boothbay Road southbound traffic in Edgecomb
$1,100,000

$79,100,000

				

$71,800,000

$72,600,000
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•

•

•

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would displace 33 residential units and 15 businesses. Of the 33 housing units displaced by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2,
23 are in Wiscasset and 10 are in
Edgecomb. Of the 15 businesses displaced by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2,
ten are in Wiscasset and five are in
Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h would displace
28 residential units and 15 businesses. Of the 28 housing units displaced
by Alternative N2/N2h, 22 are in
Wiscasset and six in Edgecomb. Of the
15 businesses displaced by Alternative
N2/N2h, ten are in Wiscasset and five
are in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would displace 29 residential units and 15 businesses. Of the 29 housing units displaced by Alternative N2/N2a/N2h, 23
are in Wiscasset and six in Edgecomb.
Of the 15 businesses displaced by
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h, ten are in
Wiscasset and five are in Edgecomb.

Federal and federally funded actions
that require acquisition of private property must comply with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC § 2000d); the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended (49 USC §§ 4601 et seq.);
and the regulations for implementing the
act contained in 49 CFR part 24. Each of
these legislative controls protects proper-

ty owners from unfair and inequitable acquisition of property.
The regulations at 49 CFR Part 24 provide the framework to insure property
owners receive just compensation for private property acquired for a public project. Property owners have the right to just
compensation for their properties and
the right to be present during an appraisal. The MaineDOT would offer, in writing, just compensation for the property or
portion of property to be acquired for the
project. The MaineDOT cannot take action to force or coerce a property owner
into accepting its offer. Should the property owner believe the offer is not a fair
one, an appeal process is available to provide additional opportunity to reassess
the property’s value. When an agreement
is reached and the necessary paperwork
completed, the MaineDOT would pay the
property owner for the property or portion of property acquired. The MaineDOT
would also pay incidental expenses, such
as recording fees and transfer taxes, and
other similar expenses necessary for the
transaction.
Additionally, the MaineDOT would
assist the property owner and tenants
on the property (if applicable) to relocate. The MaineDOT would provide at
least 90 days’ notice before the people
using the property would need to move.
The MaineDOT would provide a relocation counselor to interview the property
owner to determine the property owner’s
needs and estimate the time needed to
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move to a new location. The MaineDOT
would reimburse actual, reasonable, and
necessary moving costs and some additional expenses.

S.2.3 Impacts to Properties
Afforded Consideration and
Protection Under Section 4(f)
The No-build Alternative would not
impact properties afforded consideration
and protection under Section 4(f ) of the
U.S. Department of Transportation Act.
The intent of the Section 4(f ) statute and
the policy of the FHWA is to “…avoid the
use of significant public parks, recreation
areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges and
historic sites as part of a project, unless
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land.” The build
alternatives would impact properties afforded consideration and protection under Section 4(f ).
The build alternatives share N2 from Old
Bath Road to Gardiner Road. N2 would
have an adverse effect on contributing historic properties in the National Register of
Historic Places–listed Wiscasset Historic
District, as well as on the district itself.
The build alternatives would bisect the
Sortwell Farm property, creating a physical barrier between the farm buildings
and an adjacent field and wooded areas.
This action would substantially alter the
character and feeling of the setting that
help convey the agricultural history of the
Sortwell Farm, although the agricultural
significance of the farm buildings would

remain. Approximately 6.35 acres of the
36-acre Sortwell Farm property would be
acquired. These actions would result in
a use of the property afforded consideration and protection under Section 4(f ).
The Sortwell Farm represents the only
farmstead within the Wiscasset Historic
District that has remained intact.
Additionally, N2 would truncate a property afforded consideration and protection
at 16 Bradford Road by removing a portion of the grassed and wooded area connected to the area that contains the main
buildings of the property. Approximately
0.85 acre of the property would be acquired from the 2.54-acre lot. These actions would constitute a use of the historic resource afforded consideration and
protection under Section 4(f ).

S.2.4 Constructability: Excess
Earthen Material
Construction of the build alternatives
would generate excess earthen material
that would need disposal:
• Alternative N2/N8c: approximately
131,370 cubic yards (cy)
• Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1: approximately 73,818 cy
• Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2: approximately 185,079 cy
• Alternative N2/N2h: approximately
206,922 cy
• Alternative N2/N2a/N2h: approximately 205,842 cy

S.2.5 Estimated Construction
Costs
The estimated construction costs of alternatives include the costs of preliminary
engineering, construction engineering,
utility relocation, acquisition of property
for right-of-way, and mitigating environmental impacts. The No-build Alternative
would cost approximately $1,100,000. The
costs of the build alternatives would range
between approximately $68,450,000 and
$79,100,000 (in 2006 dollars).

S.2.6 Impacts to Historic Resources
Under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as
amended, requires that federal actions
be reviewed for their impact to potentially significant historic resources; the term
“historic” includes architectural and archeological resources. A significant historic resource is one that is either listed or determined eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).
The No-build and build alternatives would have adverse effects as defined under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. The No-build
Alternative would have adverse effects
on the Wiscasset Historic District and
the Sortwell Farm. The build alternatives would have adverse effects on the
Wiscasset Historic District, the Nickels–
Sortwell House, and the property at 16

Summary
Bradford Road. Additionally, Alternative
N2/N2h would have an adverse effect on
the Sheepscot River Bridge that crosses
the Sheepscot River between Wiscasset
and Edgecomb near Clark Point.

S.3 Areas of Controversy
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
has attracted substantial local interest
since the beginning of the public scoping
process for the Environmental Assessment
(EA) in 1999. Areas of public controversy
early in the study centered on issues including the need for action, the alternatives that should be considered, and the
potential impacts to the human environment. Public controversy was one of the
reasons for elevating the study from an
EA to an EIS in 2002. Currently, the location of a preferred alternative, potential
impacts to the human environment, and
the amount of highway access to a preferred alternative are issues generating local public interest in the DEIS.

S.4 Issues to Be Resolved
The overriding issue to be resolved is
the identification of the preferred alternative. The MaineDOT and the FHWA,
with input from the public and the federal and state regulatory and resource
agencies, would identify what action to
take in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
process developed for complying with
NEPA is intended to help public officials
make decisions based on an understand-

ing of the environmental consequences
and to take actions that protect, restore,
and enhance the environment (40 CFR
part 1500.1). This document identifies a
reasonable range of alternatives and assesses their potential transportation, social, economic, cultural, and environmental impacts.
This EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation is first
circulated publicly as a DEIS. Following
publication of the DEIS, a public hearing
would be held to solicit additional public input to the federal decision-making
process. Additional public input would
be accepted during a minimum 45-day
open public-comment period following publication of the DEIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation. Comments from federal agencies, state agencies, and the public will assist the MaineDOT and FHWA in identifying a preferred alternative, which would
be further described in a publicly circulated final EIS.
If a build alternative is selected for
construction, the MaineDOT would
work with the towns of Wiscasset and
Edgecomb to develop a corridor-preservation plan to protect the selected corridor from further development. Methods
to protect the corridor include development of zoning and local ordinances
and selective acquisition of properties as
they become available for sale or for further development. The MaineDOT may
fund these property acquisitions through
its customary programming of state and
federal highway-funding mechanisms.

Property acquisitions and residential or
business relocations would be in accordance with state and federal laws dictating the acquisition of property for highway purposes.
Once the MaineDOT has a system in
place to protect the selected corridor, it
would work with regional interests to develop support for a funding plan. In recent
years, many states have found that state
highway funds, bonding, and federal core
apportionments are needed to maintain
the system as it exists, with little remaining in additional funds for new capacity
projects. Therefore, the MaineDOT would
work with the governor, region, and state
and federal legislators to devise funding
strategies for property acquisition and,
ultimately, construction of the selected
build alternative.
If the No-build Alternative is selected,
the MaineDOT would continue to work
with local and regional authorities to
maintain—to the extent possible—safety
and efficiency of Route 1 in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. Through its routine prioritization of limited core funds, the MaineDOT
would make improvements along the corridor and other parts of the network.
Management of traffic on key corridors
accessing the Mid-Coast Region, such as
Routes 1, 3, 27, and 32, would be necessary to maintain safety and mobility.
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Glossary
additional farmland soils of statewide
importance — These soils, in addition
to prime farmland, are important for agriculture. These soils have properties that
produce high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable
farming methods. They are nearly equal
to those of prime farmlands.

populations. Areas of expected moderate
to high archeological sensitivity according to various factors including present
and past topography, exposure, slope, distance to water, and availability of food.

average daily traffic (ADT) — The total volume of vehicle travel during a given
period (in whole days), greater than one
day and less than one year, divided by the
number of days in that period.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) —
Techniques and measures employed during and after construction to treat surface
runoff and protect receiving water quality.

American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
— An organization that creates policies
on highway and street design.

arterials — Arterial highways are characterized by high-volume roadways that
provide linkage between major cities and
towns and developed areas. They provide
service to interstate and intercounty travel demand. The arterial system typically
provides for high travel speeds and the
longest trip movements. The degree of access control on an arterial may range from
full control (e.g., freeways) to entrance
control, for example, on an urban arterial
through a densely developed commercial
area.

annual average daily traffic (AADT) —
The total yearly volume in both directions
of travel divided by the number of days in
the year.

at-grade — The intersection of two roads,
or a road and a railway, that cross at the
same elevation. This intersection can be
controlled by traffic signals or stop signs.

aquifer — Rock or sediment in a formation, group of formations, or part of a formation that is saturated with water and
sufficiently permeable to transmit economically significant quantities of water
to wells and springs.

attainment area — A geographic area
in which levels of a criteria air pollutant meet the health-based primary standard (i.e., National Ambient Air Quality
Standard) for the pollutant. Attainment
areas are defined using federal pollutant limits set by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

adverse noise impact — A condition that
exists if sound levels approach or exceed
the noise-abatement criteria (NAC), or
a 15-decibel (dBA) increase in ambient
noise levels.

archeological resources — Areas known
or suspected to contain subsurface artifacts of pre- or post-European settlement

capacity — The capability of a roadway to
accommodate traffic usually expressed as
the number of vehicles per lane per hour
for a given level of service.
capacity deficiency — Occurs when the
number of vehicles on a roadway exceeds
the desired level of service threshold volumes for the roadway.
carbon monoxide (CO) — A colorless,
odorless, tasteless gas formed in large
part by incomplete combustion of fuel.
Full-combustion activities (e.g., transportation, industrial processes, space heating) are the major sources of CO.
clear zone — The area alongside a highway clear of trees and other obstacles that
a vehicle might otherwise hit if it ran off
the road.

				

collectors — Roads characterized by
a roughly even distribution of their access and mobility functions. These routes
gather traffic from lesser facilities and deliver it to the arterial system. Traffic volumes and speeds would typically be lower
than those of arterials.
community well — A public water system
that serves at least 25 residents throughout the year; consists of one or multiple
wells or reservoirs.
controlled-access highway — A highway
that provides limited points of access and
egress. Freeways, such as I-295, are controlled-access highways in which access
points occur only at interchanges. These
highways serve mobility needs, and are
designed to accommodate higher travel
speeds.
cumulative impacts — The impacts on
the environment that result from the incremental impact of a project when added to other past, present, and reasonable
foreseeable future actions, regardless of
what agency or person undertakes such
other actions.
daily traffic volume — The number of
vehicles that use a given roadway over a
24-hour period in either direction.

dBA — Loudness is a sound pressure level
measured on a logarithmic scale in units
of decibels (dB). For community noise impact assessment, sound-level frequency
characteristics are based on human hearing using an A-weighted (dBA) frequency filter, which approximates the way humans hear sound.
deciduous — Refers to woody vegetation,
such as oak or maple trees, that sheds
leaves during the non growing season.
deeryard — Areas of softwood-dominated forest that provide food resources and
shelter for deer during severe winter conditions.
design hourly volume (DHV) — The
hour used for geometric design of highways, typically the 30th highest traffic volume of the year.
design speed — The maximum safe
speed that can be maintained over a specified section of highway when conditions
are so favorable that the design features
of the highway govern. The design speed
should equal or exceed the posted/regulatory speed limit of the facility.
direct impacts — The immediate effects
on the social, economic, and physical environment caused by the construction
and operation of a highway; these impacts
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are usually experienced within the rightof-way or in the immediate vicinity of the
highway or other project element.
displacement — The act of removing
businesses, persons, or households from
structures for transportation right-ofway.
endangered species — Any species that
is in danger of extinction throughout all
or a significant portion of its range.
Environmental Assessment (EA) —
A public decision-making document.
The purpose of the EA is to provide the
FHWA, the MaineDOT, and the public
with an accounting of the impacts to the
natural, social, and cultural environment
that would result from implementing the
proposed alternative developed to meet
the project’s purpose and needs. It is intended to help officials make decisions
based on an understanding of the environmental consequences of the project
and to take actions that protect, restore,
and enhance the environment.
Environmental Justice — Executive
Order 12898 requires each federal agency to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing…disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental impacts on minority populations and
low-income populations.”

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) — Presence
of waters and substrate necessary to support the federally managed fish species for
spawning, breeding, feeding, and growth
maturity.
estuarine — Of or relating to where the
tide meets a river’s current.
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)
— The FPPA was enacted in 1981 by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
to ensure that significant agricultural
lands are protected from conversion to
non agricultural uses. For highway projects receiving federal aid, the regulations
promulgated under the FPPA (7 CFR part
658; 1984) require the state highway authority to coordinate with the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service.
The FPPA regulates four types of farmland soils: prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of state wide importance,
and farmland of local importance.
farmland soils — Soils suited to producing crops; those with soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to
produce a sustainable yield when treated
and managed using acceptable methods.
Specifically, farmland soils are those soil
types designated by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) in accordance with the Farmland Protection
Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981 by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
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Federal Aid System — Consists of the
routes that are eligible for the categorical
federal highway funds.

horizontal curvature, vertical grade) do
not meet prevailing design standards.

Federal
Emergency
Management
Agency (FEMA) — A federal agency that
regulates federal actions in floodplains.

grade — The slope of a road along the direction of travel, normally characterized
by the vertical rise per unit of longitudinal
distance.

Federal
Highway
Administration
(FHWA) — The branch of the U.S.
Department of Transportation responsible for administering the funding of federal-aid highway projects.

grade separation — The intersection of
two roadways, or a roadway and a railway,
that cross at different elevations. One
roadway overpasses or underpasses the
other roadway with a structure(s).

floodplain — The land inundated during
periods of high flow at times of high discharge.

grade slope — The rate of slope between
two adjacent points of vertical intersection
expressed as a percentage. The numerical
value for percentage is the vertical rise or
fall in feet for each 100 feet of horizontal
distance. Upgrades in the direction of stationing are identified as plus (+); downgrades are identified as minus (-).

floodway — A channel for diverting
floodwaters.
fragmentation — Subdivision of a forest
or other habitat into isolated patches by
roads, land-clearing, or other human or
natural alterations of the landscape, accompanied by the loss of a certain portion
of the original habitat.
freeway — The freeway is the highest level of arterial. Full control of access and
high design speeds characterize these facilities.
geometric deficiency — A deficiency that
occurs when a road’s geometric characteristics (e.g., lane width, shoulder width,

high crash location (HCL) — An intersection or highway segment that experiences an abnormally high number of accidents relative to the traffic demands
that are served. For the state of Maine, the
MaineDOT identifies HCLs.
historic resources — Properties, structures, and districts that are listed in or
have been determined to be eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic
Places.

hourly traffic volume — The number of
vehicles that use a given roadway during a
1-hour period.
hydric soils — Soils that are saturated,
flooded, or ponded long enough during
the growing season to develop at least
temporary conditions where there is no
free oxygen in the soil around the roots.
Hydric soils correspond to federal and
state-regulated wetlands in many circumstances.
hydrologic regime — The frequency and
duration of inundation or soil saturation
of a given area.
indirect impacts — (see secondary impacts)
interstate — The current interstate system of highways retains its separate identity within the National Highway System.
Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) —
The LEDPA is identified by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers in compliance
with Section 404(b)(1) of the U.S. Clean
Water Act. Critical to the selection of the
LEDPA is the recognition of the full range
of National Environmental Policy Act alternatives and impacts in determining
,first, which alternatives are practicable,
and, second, which are environmentally
less damaging.

Glossary
level of service (LOS) — A qualitative
measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream and their perception by motorists and/or passengers:
Six levels of service are defined and given
letter designations from A to F, with LOS
A representing the best operating conditions (i.e., very light, free-flowing traffic)
and LOS F the worst (i.e., congested, stopand-go traffic).
limited-access facility — A highway
where access to abutting properties is restricted or limited by control of the rightof-way.
Maine Highway Design Guide — A
guide developed by the MaineDOT that
presents criteria on many aspects of highway design in addition to the FHWA controlling design criteria. The guide applies
to all projects on state highways or the
Federal Aid System, or for highways where
federal aid or state funding is involved.
The MaineDOT, local governments, and
private developers use the guide for preparation of plans for all projects to which
the guide applies.
Maine Natural Areas Program ( MNAP)
— Serves as the most comprehensive
source of information on the state’s important natural features. The MNAP inventories lands that support rare and endangered plants and animals, rare natural
communities, and outstanding examples
of natural communities.

Maine Sensible Transportation Policy
Act (STPA) — Maine’s STPA is a state
law enacted in 1991 by the citizens of
Maine that provides a decision-making framework for examining a range
of alternatives. The STPA is applicable to transportation-planning, capital-investment, and project-selection
decisions made by the MaineDOT.
The STPA requires the MaineDOT to
evaluate reasonable alternatives to largescale roadway construction for significant
highway projects and to minimize the effects of transportation on public health,
air quality, water quality, land use, and
other natural resources. Significant highway projects are defined by the STPA as
those that increase capacity by constructing one or more through-travel lanes, a
highway at a new location, or a bridge at
a new location. The STPA recognizes that
there are benefits and costs (i.e., financial,
energy, and environmental) associated
with transportation improvements and
provides policies and management strategies for the analysis of those issues.
Maine State Design Standards — The
state-adopted (February 1997) travelway
and shoulder-design-width criteria for
non–National Highway System facilities.
mesoscale air quality analysis — A regional analysis of air for chemical constituents.

microscale air quality analysis — A localized analysis of air for chemical constituents.
multi-modal service — The act of providing alternative modes or choices of
transportation service, such as bus, rail,
and taxi.
Nat i o n a l A m b i e n t A i r Q u a l i t y
Standards (NAAQS) — The prescribed
level of pollutants in the outside air that
cannot be exceeded during a specified
time in a specified geographic area.
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) — An act signed into law on
January 1, 1970. Section 102 of the Act
sets the requirements for and outlines the
contents of environmental impact statements that are to accompany every recommendation or report on proposals for
legislation and other major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment.
National Flood Insurance Program —
The federal program that makes federally subsidized flood insurance available
to property owners in communities that
agree to adopt an ordinance regulating
new development in flood-prone areas.
National Highway System (NHS) —
Systems of those highways determined to
have the greatest national importance to
transportation, commerce, and defense in

				

the United States. It consists of the interstate highway system, logical additions to
the interstate system, selected other principal arterials, and other facilities that
meet the requirements of one of the subsystems within the NHS.
National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) — A national list of structures,
sites, and districts of national historical
significance as determined by the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation under
the National Historic Preservation Act.
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) —
A program administered by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service for mapping and classifying wetlands resources in the United
States.
Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) — The NRCS is a department in
the U.S. Department of Agriculture responsible for administering the Farmland
Protection Policy Act.
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) —
Noise levels measured in decibels that are
used as a basis of comparison for evaluating the impact from predicted designyear noise and for determining whether noise-abatement measures should be
considered.
noise-abatement measures — Actions
that reduce traffic-noise impacts. Noiseabatement measures can be traffic-man-

agement measures, alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments, acquisition of
property rights for construction of noise
barriers, construction of noise barriers,
acquisition of real property or interest for
buffer zones, and noise insulation of public-use or nonprofit institutional structures.
noise receptor — Locations that may be
affected by noise. Sensitive receptors include residences, parks, schools, churches, libraries, hotels, and other public
buildings.
noise-sensitive area — An area that may
be sensitive to changes in noise levels.
non-community well — A public water
system that serves at least 25 people at
least 60 days of the year and is not a community or a seasonal water system.
palustrine — The group of vegetated wetlands traditionally called by such
names as marsh, swamp, bog, fen, and
prairie. Palustrine wetlands may be situated shoreward of lakes, river channels, or
estuaries; on river floodplains; in isolated
catchments; or on slopes.
peak hour — The hour of the day when
traffic volume on a given roadway is highest.
peak-hour factor — The percentage of
total daily traffic that occurs during the
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peak hour. A typical peak-hour factor is
10 percent, meaning that 10 percent of
total daily traffic occurs during the peak
hour.
prime farmland soil — Soil map units that
are designated by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service as having the properties needed to produce sustained highyield crops when managed with modern
farming techniques.
principal arterials — Highways in rural
and urban areas that provide access between an arterial and a major port, airport, public transportation facility, or
other intermodal transportation facility.
property takings — The acquisition of
a portion or all of a property by eminent
domain.
right-of-way — Land acquired by purchase, gift, or eminent domain to build
and maintain a public road, bridge, railroad, or public utility.
riparian — An area of land that encompasses and is contiguous to a stream or
other water body.
riverine — Of and relating to rivers.
rural — A rural community is defined
as an area with (1) a population less than
2,500 or (2) a population between 2,500

and 6,000 and a worker-to-resident worker ratio less than 1.0.
safety deficiency — In the context of this
study, a safety deficiency is a highway segment or intersection that contains a high
crash location (HCL).
secondary (or indirect) impacts — The
impacts that are caused by the project and
are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable.
Secondary impacts may include induced
changes to land-use patterns, population
density or growth rate, and related effects on natural systems, including ecosystems.
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act — The National Historic
Preservation Act of 1996 (16 USC 470f ),
Section 106, requires federal agencies
to consider the effect of their undertakings on properties included in or eligible
for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places and to afford the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on such undertakings.
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
— Provides the enabling legislation for
regulation of wetlands resources by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. A permit is required from the
USACE for highway projects involving
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discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States. Jurisdiction
under this law extends to lakes, rivers,
streams, wetlands, and mudflats.
significant sand and gravel aquifer — A
porous formation of ice-contact and glacial outwash sand and gravel that contains significant removable quantities of
water that is likely to provide drinkingwater supplies.
significant wildlife habitat — Wildlife
habitats, including deer-wintering yards,
waterfowl and wading-bird habitat, seabird-nesting habitat, and significant vernal pools, that are protected under 38
MRSA § 480-B.
sprawl development — A term for lowdensity development in suburban and the
fringe of urban areas. Characteristics include distance from employment and
commercial centers, dependence on automobile travel, extended public infrastructure, and little in-fill development.
system continuity — How often the existing highways transition between wide,
higher speed segments to narrow, lower
speed segments.
threatened species — Any species that
is likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

transportation deficiencies — A highway-related facility that is unable to safely
and efficiently satisfy travel demands because of the intensity of traffic volumes,
capacity, and/or safety.

Section 404 of the U.S. Clean Water Act
and Section 10 of the U.S. Rivers and
Harbors Act, which are regulatory programs addressing wetlands and waterways protection.

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21) — Public Law 105178 authorized highway, safety, transit,
and other surface-transportation programs for six years (Federal Fiscal Years
1998–2003).

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
— A federal agency responsible for administering programs that address farming issues.

transportation systems management
(TSM) — A system of effecting improvements on the existing transportation system to increase capacity, thereby avoiding
expensive new construction.
travel demand management (TDM) —
A system of actions the purpose of which
is to alleviate traffic problems through
improved management of vehicle-trip demand.
unfragmented habitat — Blocks of land
that are at least 500 feet away from development and improved roads.
urban — An urban community is defined
as an area with (1) a population greater
than 7,500 or (2) a population between
2,500 and 7,500 and a worker-to-residentworker ratio greater than 1.0.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
— A federal agency that administers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) — A federal agency responsible
for administering programs that address
environmental issues.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
— A federal agency responsible for addressing the protection of fish and wildlife
including rare, threatened, or endangered
species. The USFWS plays an advisory
role in the Section 404 regulatory program administered by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) — A department in the U.S. Department of the
Interior that serves as an independent
fact-finding agency that collects, monitors, analyzes, and provides scientific understanding about natural resource conditions, issues, and problems.
vehicle capacity — The maximum number of vehicles that can reasonably traverse a given section of roadway in a specified period (usually one hour). Capacity

Glossary
is based on a number of physical characteristics of an individual roadway, including the number and width of travel lanes,
shoulder width, functional classification,
terrain, and the roadway’s general environment.
vehicle hours traveled (VHT) — VHT
is a measure of automobile use and trip
time. One vehicle traveling one hour constitutes one vehicle-hour.
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) — VMT
is a measure of automobile use and trip
length. One vehicle traveling one mile
constitutes one vehicle-mile.
vernal pools — Short-lived bodies that
typically fill with water from spring snow
melts and rains, then dry by early to midsummer. Free of predatory fish, vernal
pools provide breeding habitat for a variety of amphibian and invertebrate species.

over capacity with severe congestion and
excessive delays.
watershed — A region or area bounded
peripherally by a water parting and draining ultimately to a particular watercourse
or body of water.
wellhead protection area — Areas of
land where human activities are regulated
to protect the quality of groundwater that
supplies public drinking-water wells.
wetlands — Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater
at a frequency and duration sufficient to
support—and that under normal circumstances do support—a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.

volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c ratio) —
The two-way, hourly traffic volume divided by the two-way, hourly vehicle capacity
of the roadway. Where v/c ratios are lower than 0.80, a roadway is considered to be
operating under capacity with little or no
delay. V/c ratios between 0.80 and 1.00 indicate that a roadway is operating near or
at capacity with vehicle delay becoming
moderate to long. V/c ratios greater than
1.00 indicate that a roadway is operating
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1

Purpose and Need

The Maine Department of
Transportation (MaineDOT) and
the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have undertaken the Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study to evaluate transportation alternatives to reduce traffic congestion and improve safety along
U.S. Route 1 (Route 1 or Main Street) in
and around Wiscasset and Edgecomb,
Maine (exhibit 1.1). Route 1 is the major tourist, recreational, and commuter
route in Maine’s Mid-Coast Region. The
Route 1 corridor through Wiscasset and
Edgecomb, along with Boothbay Road,
serves as the gateway to the Boothbay
Harbor region, accommodating heavy
tourist and recreational traffic in the summer (exhibit 1.2). Route 1 serves as a major commuter route for local and regional residents and commuters and as the
“Main Street” for Wiscasset’s downtown
commercial center (Wiscasset Village).
Wiscasset Village, although compact—
with its shops, restaurants, historic attractions, and public facilities—bustles
with activity, especially during the summer months. The heavy through-traffic
combined with turning traffic, pedestrian
activity, and vehicles pulling in and out
of on-street parking spaces results in the
Wiscasset Village area acting as a choke
point for traffic on Route 1 and for the region. During the summer, traffic on Route
1 is often backed up for several miles in

Exhibit 1.1 – Study Location Map
©2002 maps.com

both directions from Wiscasset Village as
too many vehicles try to wind their way
down Main Street. The traffic congestion
creates major delays for travelers and has
a negative effect on the town of Wiscasset
and neighboring towns.
The initial study area consists of portions
of the towns of Woolwich, Bowdoinham,
Wiscasset, Newcastle, and Edgecomb (exhibit 1.3). Following the understanding of
traffic and traffic patterns, the study area
boundary was reduced (exhibit 1.4)

Exhibit 1.2 – The Mid-Coast Region

1.1 Why was the Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study initiated,
and how did we get where we are
today?
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
was initiated to examine ways to reduce
traffic congestion and improve safety in
and around Wiscasset and Edgecomb (exhibit 1.4). The study is the latest of numerous studies aimed at identifying solutions
to traffic-congestion problems that have
plagued Wiscasset for the last half-century. Residents and officials in Wiscasset
and nearby communities have been looking at ways to ease the growing traffic problem in Wiscasset Village for more than 50
years (exhibit 1.5).

Chapter 1 details the underlying
purpose and need to which the
projects sponsors are responding in
study the alternatives in Chapter 2.
Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
decision-makers and decision-making
process and provides a foundation for
the remainder of the document.

Contents:
1.1 Why was the Wiscasset Route 1
Corridor Study initiated, and how
did we get where we are today?
1.2 What is the study purpose?
1.3 What problems need to be
addressed?
1.4 What other initiatives influence
the scope of this DEIS?
1.5 Who will decide what action to
take, and how will this document
be used?
1.6 What is the scope of this
environmental analysis?
1.7 What are the applicable
regulations, guidance, and
required permits?
1.8 How do I read the rest of this
document?

©2002 maps.com

			

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation· 1

1 · Purpose and Need
Exhibit 1.3 – Initial Study Area
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1 · Purpose and Need
Exhibit 1.4 – Study area

Inset Map

See Inset Map
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Exhibit 1.5 – Study Timeline

1.2 What is the study purpose?
1.2.1 Purpose of This Study
The purposes of this study are to improve public safety, enhance mobility
(i.e., relieve congestion), and provide a
net improvement to the environment in
Wiscasset, Maine. The ‘environment’ is
interpreted comprehensively and consists
of the natural and physical environment
and the relationship of people with that
environment.
This purpose statement for the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study was
developed in consideration of existing
and projected transportation trends and
conditions and their effect on the mobility
and safety of motorists and individuals in
the study area and region.

1.2.2 U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ Basic Purpose
Statement
Section 404 of the U.S. Clean Water
Act (CWA) requires a permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Section 404(b)(1) of the
CWA provides guidance to the USACE
for issuing permits; compliance with the
404(b)(1) guidelines is required for the
USACE to issue a permit. The 404(b)(1)
guidelines require selection of the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA).
In compliance with Section 404 of the
CWA, the USACE is required to prepare an overall and basic project purpose
statement to determine compliance with
the 404(b)(1) guidelines. Accordingly,
the USACE has determined that the basic project purpose is “…to improve eastwest traffic movements through the town
of Wiscasset and surrounding communities along the Route 1 corridor in order to
improve public safety and relieve traffic
congestion.”
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1.3 What problems need to be
addressed?
1.3.1 Traffic Congestion
Traffic congestion on Route 1 through
Wiscasset has been a problem for more
than 50 years (exhibit 1.5). Traffic vol-

umes and congestion on Route 1 in the
Mid-Coast Region are highly seasonal due
to the influx of visitors and seasonal residents in the summer. For much of the year,
Route 1 offers sufficient capacity to handle the traffic demands on it. During sum-

mer months, especially July and August,
traffic increases dramatically (exhibit 1.6).
Northbound and southbound backups
emanating from Wiscasset Village may
begin before 11 a.m. and continue to 6
p.m. or later (exhibit 1.7). Northbound

Exhibit 1.6 – Bumper-to-bumper traffic in Wiscasset Village and on the Davey Bridge on a typical summer day

1 · Purpose and Need
traffic backups longer than 4 miles have
been recorded.
Traffic congestion during the summer
months is a direct result of the increase
in traffic volumes and the reduced traffic-carrying capacity of Main Street in
Wiscasset Village. The average annual
daily traffic (AADT) volumes for Route
1 in Wiscasset have been rising steadily
since 1975 and are projected to continue rising. The summer average daily traffic (SADT) volumes are approximately 35
percent greater than the AADT volumes
(exhibit 1.8).
This section of Route 1 has a lower capacity due to various contributing factors,
including lower speed, frequent turns of
vehicles to and from side streets, pedestrians crossing Main Street and side streets,
and vehicles entering or exiting the main
traffic stream from on-street parking
spaces on Main Street. To a lesser extent,
the moderate incline along Main Street
from the Sheepscot River through High
Street and the curve in the roadway west
of High Street may contribute to congestion in the area. The resulting traffic-carrying capacity of Main Street is not great
enough to handle the increased volume
of Route 1 traffic, and vehicles headed toward Wiscasset Village simply back-up on
Route 1 both west and east of Wiscasset
Village (exhibit 1.9). These traffic delays
affect not only through-travelers but also
Wiscasset Village pedestrians and local traffic using side streets, driveways,
and on-street parking trying to enter the

Exhibit 1.7 – Traffic Volume Versus Speed for Route 1 in Wiscasset
Village During July and August

Source: MaineDOT, 2005a

Exhibit 1.8 – Historic and Forecasted AADT and SADT for
Route 1 in Wiscasset Village

Source: MaineDOT, 2005a

Route 1 traffic stream or cross to the other side. For left-turning vehicles from side
streets and driveways in particular, there
can be delays of several minutes in finding
a gap in the traffic.
To help measure the traffic-congestion
problem, the MaineDOT modeled existing (2000) and future (2030) design hour
volumes (DHV) of traffic for Routes 1, 27,
and 218 in the study area (exhibits 1.10
and 1.11). The DHV is the 30th highest
hour of travel during a year at a given location, so it accurately reflects the heaviest summer travel congestion in the study
area. The MaineDOT used the DHV data
to determine the level of service (LOS)
and volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for the
seven roadway segments on these three
routes.

Exhibit 1.9 – AADT and SADT for Major Roads in the Study Area
Town

Location

AADT

2000

SADT

20301

Seasonal
Factor

2000

2030

Wiscasset

Route 1 south of Birch Point Road

17,510

22,200

0.74

23,700

30,000

Wiscasset

Route 1 north of Old Bath Road

19,770

25,000

0.74

26,700

33,800

Wiscasset

Route 1 east of Gardiner Road

18,240

23,100

0.74

24,600

31,200

Wisc.-Edge.

Route 1 at Davey Bridge

19,270

24,400

0.74

26,000

33,000

Edgecomb

Route 1 at Cod Cove

15,460

19,600

0.74

20,900

26,500

Edgecomb

Route 1 east of Atlantic Highway

11,670

14,800

0.74

15,800

20,000

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road north of Route 1

6,800

9,400

0.81

8,400

11,600

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road north of Hooper Street

6,500

8,900

0.81

8,000

11,000

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road south of Route 1

5,490

6,900

0.62

8,900

11,100

Wiscasset

Route 218 north of Route 1

1,190

1,600

0.88

1,400

1,800

Wiscasset

Route 218 north of Hooper Street

2,840

3,900

0.88

3,200

4,400

Wiscasset

Route 218 south of West Alna Road

2,000

2,800

0.88

2,300

3,200

1

Volumes reflect implementation of select TSM and TDM strategies. See chapter 2 for more information.
Source: MaineDOT, 2005a
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Exhibit 1.10 – Year 2000 Seasonal Average Daily Traffic

Source: MaineDOT, 2005a
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Exhibit 1.11 – Year 2030 Seasonal Average Daily Traffic

Source: MaineDOT, 2005a
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Exhibit 1.12 – LOS Thresholds for Roadways
Level of
Service

A

B

Flow Conditions

Technical Descriptors
Highest quality of service.
Free traffic flow, low volumes and densities.
Little or no restriction on maneuverability or
speed.

No Delays
Stable traffic flow, speed becoming slightly
restricted.
Low restriction on maneuverability.

No Delays

C

D

E

Stable traffic flow but less freedom to select
speed, change lanes, or pass.
Density increasing.

Minimal Delays
Approaching unstable flow. Speeds tolerable
but subject to sudden and considerable
variation. Less maneuverability and driver
comfort.

Minimal Delays
Unstable traffic flow with rapidly fluctuating
speeds and flow rates. Short headways, low
maneuverability, and low driver comfort.

Significant Delays
Forced traffic flow. Speed and flow may drop to
zero with high densities.

F

Considerable Delays
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LOS is a qualitative measure of the performance of a transportation facility describing operational conditions (exhibit 1.12). Generally, the LOS is defined in
terms of speed, travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort,
and convenience. Six LOS “levels” are defined with different analyses and definitions for each type of facility. Letters designate each level, with LOS A and LOS F
representing the best and worst operating
conditions, respectively. Each LOS represents a range of operating conditions and
relies heavily on the perceptions of users
of the facility.
LOS should be evaluated with other
measures of effectiveness such as the v/c
ratio or the average travel speed (i.e., operating speed) to effectively evaluate a roadway segment. The v/c ratio is a measure
of traffic demand on a facility (expressed
as volume “v”) compared to its traffic-carrying capacity (expressed as capacity “c”).
For example, a v/c ratio of 0.7 indicates
that a traffic facility is operating at 70 percent capacity. Average travel speed is an
important measure because it analyzes
the economic feasibility of an alternative.
In evaluating the performance of roadway alternatives, v/c ratios and average
operating speeds should be considered
together with LOS, which is a more qualitative assessment. The three performance
measures do not necessarily indicate the
same need to improve a roadway. For example, a facility improvement may address an unfavorable LOS, but the facility

may already have more than ample capacity. Similarly, a facility improvement could
reduce the v/c ratio but have only minimal
impact on average travel speed. In many
cases like these, a capacity increase is not
economically justified.
On a typical summer day, travel speeds
on Route 1 approaching Wiscasset Village
from both directons drop precipitously as
traffic volume increases. Typically, drivers average 50 miles per hour (mph) in the
morning and evening and 10 mph during
times of traffic congestion between 11
a.m. and 6 p.m. (exhibit 1.7).
The existing and future DHV data indicate severe traffic congestion on Route 1
northbound from the Woolwich town line
through Wiscasset Village to Water Street
(approaching the Davey Bridge), with LOS
F for both current and future traffic (exhibits 1.13, 1.14, and 1.15). Southbound
Route 1 from the Newcastle–Edgecomb
town line to Water Street in Wiscasset
has an LOS F for current and future traffic. For both northbound and southbound
traffic, LOS F corresponds to an average
operating speed of 10 mph for existing
and future conditions.

1 · Purpose and Need
Exhibit 1.13 – Year 2000 DHV Congestion

Source: MaineDOT, 2005b
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Exhibit 1.14 – Year 2030 DHV Congestion

Source: MaineDOT, 2005b
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1.3.2 Safety Concerns
Traffic safety is a major concern of area
residents, and their experience is that the
increased traffic congestion on Route 1
leads to unsafe turns and other moves.
There is a similar concern about the safety of pedestrians, who may dart into traffic in an attempt to cross the street during shorter and less frequent gaps in the
traffic stream (exhibit 1.16). Another safety issue is the concern that congestion on
Route 1 leads to potential delays to emergency-vehicle response times.
The MaineDOT crash data for January
2001 through December 2003 show that
146 crashes occurred on Route 1 and 25
crashes occured on Route 27 in the study
area. Data were collected and analyzed to
identify high crash locations (HCLs) using a critical rate factor (CRF) (exhibit
1.17). The CRF of an intersection or roadway section is a statistical measure of that
location’s crash history compared to locations with similar geography, traffic volume, and geometric characteristics. When
a CRF is in excess of 1.00, the intersection
or roadway section has a higher than expected crash rate. Those locations with a
CRF higher than 1.00 and more than eight
crashes in a three-year period are considered deficient and identified as HCLs.
There are five HCLs in the study area.

Exhibit 1.15 – DHV3 Roadway Capacity and Level of Service

Road

Combined
Northbound (NB)Southbound (SB)
Capacity (Vehicles)

Posted
Speed Location1

Route 1

45-50

Woolwich TL to Old Bath
Rd. in Wiscasset

3,100

Route 1

25-35

Old Bath Rd. to Water St. in
Wiscasset

2,100

Route 1

35-50

Water St. to Gardiner Road
and Boothbay Road

2,400

Route 1

50-55

Boothbay Road to
Newcastle TL

3,100

Gardiner
Road

40-45

Wiscasset HS to Route 1 in
Wiscasset

2,800

Boothbay
Route 1 in Edgecomb to
30-50
Road
Boothbay TL
Route 218 25-45

Route 1 in Wiscasset to
Alna TL

3,100
2,300

Year2

Combined
Design Hour
Volume
(DHV)3

Vehicle to
Capacity
(V/C) Ratio
Combined

2

1.3.3 High Traffic Volume
Threatens Wiscasset’s Community
Character

NB

DHV
SB

NB

Level of Service
SB

NB

SB

Operating Speed
NB

SB

2000

1,896

0.61

0.66

0.56

1,024

872

F

E

10

45

2030

2,400

0.77

0.83

0.71

1,296

1,104

F

E

10

40

2000

2,136

over 1.00

over 1.00

0.94

1,153

983

F

C

10

25

2030

2,704

over 1.00

over 1.00

over 1.00

1,460

1,244

F

C

10

25

2000

2,080

over 1.00

0.72

over 1.00

1,123

957

E

F

40

10

2030

2,640

over 1.00

0.92

over 1.00

1,426

1,214

E

F

40

10

2000

1,264

0.41

0.44

0.38

683

581

C

F

50

10

2030

1,600

0.51

0.55

0.47

864

736

E

F

50

10

2000

640

0.23

0.25

0.21

346

294

E

E

40

40

2030

880

0.31

0.34

0.29

475

405

E

E

40

40

2000

768

0.25

0.27

0.23

415

353

E

E

50

50

2030

968

0.31

0.34

0.28

523

445

E

E

50

50

2000

184

0.08

0.09

0.07

99

85

D

D

45

45

2030

256

0.11

0.10

0.12

138

118

D

D

45

45

“TL” is “town line.”
2030 volumes reflect implementation of select TSM and TDM strategies. See chapter 2 for more information.
3
The DHV is the 30th highest hour of travel during the year at a given location.
Source: MaineDOT, 2005b
1

V/C

Congested area

Exhibit 1.16 – Looking north across Route 1 to Water Street, showing local shops and restaurants

The character of Wiscasset Village and
its quality of life are threatened by the increasing traffic volumes and corresponding congestion and safety issues associated with traffic on Route 1.
Wiscasset developed a strong, welldefined center as it evolved as a port in
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, it has preserved much of its architectural and community character. The
Wiscasset Village commercial area gained
importance in the Mid-Coast Region of
Maine in the early nineteenth century,
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Exhibit 1.17 – High Crash Locations

Source: MaineDOT, 2005c
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when Wiscasset was one of the major
ports serving Maine and northern New
England. Wiscasset Village includes community resources such as the library, post
office, public docks, government buildings, churches, and a thriving commercial
district on or near Main Street, which are
generally located within walking distance
of one another. Wiscasset Village has many
buildings that date to the early nineteenth
century, when Wiscasset was a major seaport, and maintains its physical orientation to the waterfront. In large part, these
characteristics are what contributed to
the listing of Wiscasset Village as a historic district on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).
During the summer, the flow of traffic
in both directions on Main Street can be
constant for most of the day. This heavy
traffic flow prevents the free movement of
shoppers, business people, and residents
in the business district and chokes travel
throughout Wiscasset Village. Businesses
and community services do not thrive and
function efficiently when their customers and constituents cannot easily access
these facilities or when deliveries are delayed. Residents find it increasingly difficult to run routine errands and must alter
their daily routines during the summer.
The heavy traffic volumes on Main Street
restrict not only vehicular travel but pedestrian travel as well. Pedestrians find it
increasingly difficult to cross Main Street
during the summer due to heavy traffic
volumes. This restriction of movement is

seen by many as detracting from the overall quality of life, livability, and character
of Wiscasset Village.

1.4 What other initiatives
influence the scope of this
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Section 4(f)
Evaluation?
1.4.1 Gateway 1
Gateway 1 is a long-term land use and
transportation planning project for the
section of the Route 1 Corridor from
Brunswick and stretches 100 miles northeast to Prospect. Twenty-one communities are members of the project, including
Wiscasset and Edgecomb. The objective
of Gateway 1 is to create an ongoing collaborative method to coordinate land use
and transportation planning among these
communities and state and federal agencies. One of the outcomes of Gateway 1
will be a Route 1 Corridor Plan; the second
will be a way in which to implement this
plan in a collaborative manner. Gateway 1
was launched in 2004 and the plan will be
completed in 2008.
The Gateway 1 plan will take into account the decision as defined by this
NEPA process and will influence subsequent land use and transportation development so as to meet Gateway 1 objectives and the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation
Purpose and Need.

1.4.2 Rockland Branch Intercity/
Commuter Rail Service
The MaineDOT owns the Rockland
Branch of the Maine Central Railroad
and is committed to restoring passenger
train service from Brunswick to Bath. The
Rockland Branch roughly parallels Route
1, and the intention of reinstating passenger service is to offer travelers an alternative to driving on Route 1 (see section
2.1).
Passenger rail service was instituted on
a limited basis on the Rockland Branch
in August 2004 in conjunction with the
Maine Lobster Festival. The service was
operated by the Maine Eastern Railroad
in cooperation with the Northern New
England Passenger Rail Authority
(NNEPRA) (NNEPRA; July 9, 2004).

vironmental impacts. NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the impacts of
their actions on the natural, social, economic, and cultural environment and to

Exhibit 1.18 – Steps in
the NEPA Process

1.5 Who will decide what action
to take, and how will this
document be used?
The MaineDOT and the FHWA, with
input from the public and the federal and
state regulatory and resource agencies,
will decide what action to take in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The NEPA process is
intended to help public officials make decisions based on an understanding of the
environmental consequences and to take
actions that protect, restore, and enhance
the environment (40 CFR part 1500.1).
This document identifies reasonable
alternatives and assesses their potential
transportation, social, economic, and en-

				

disclose those considerations in a public
decision-making document referred to as
an environmental impact statement (EIS).
The EIS is first circulated publicly as a
draft EIS (DEIS). Following publication of
the DEIS, a public hearing will be held to

solicit additional public input into the federal decision-making process. Additional
public input will be accepted during an
open public-comment period following
publication of the DEIS. Comments from
federal agencies, state agencies, and the
public will assist the FHWA in identifying
a preferred alternative that will be further
described in a publicly circulated final EIS
(FEIS) (exhibit 1.18).
The purpose of this EIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation is to provide the FHWA, the
MaineDOT, other federal and state agencies, and the public with a full accounting
of the anticipated environmental impacts
of the alternatives developed for meeting the study’s purpose and needs. The
EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation serves as the
primary document to facilitate review of
the proposed action by federal, state, and
local agencies and the general public. The
EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation shall provide
full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of reasonable
alternatives that would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality
of the human environment (40 CFR part
1502.1). An EIS must briefly discuss the
purpose and need for the proposed action, the range of alternatives considered,
the resultant environmental impacts from
the proposed action, and the agencies and
people consulted during the planning of
the proposed action.
Publication of the FEIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation would be followed by the
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FHWA issuing a record of decision (ROD)
explaining the rationale for selecting a preferred alternative and the funding, construction, operation, and monitoring of
the preferred alternative. The ROD will:
a. State what the decision was.
b. Identify all alternatives considered by
the agency (i.e., FHWA) in reaching
its decision, specifying the alternative
or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable.
An agency may discuss preferences
among alternatives based on relevant
factors including economic and technical considerations and agency statutory missions. An agency shall identify
and discuss all such factors including
any essential considerations of national policy that were balanced by
the agency in making its decision and
state how those considerations entered into its decision.
c. State whether all practicable means
to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why
they were not. A monitoring and enforcement program shall be adopted
and summarized where applicable for
any mitigation (40 CFR part 1505.2).
Additionally, this DEIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation provides the MaineDOT
with the decision-making tool required

by the Sensible Transportation Policy
Act (STPA), which mandates that the
MaineDOT “evaluate the full range of
reasonable transportation alternatives for
significant highway construction or reconstruction projects.” The MaineDOT
actions that may proceed after completion of the NEPA process may include final design, property acquisition for use
as transportation right-of-way, and construction.
The objective of this EIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation is to identify a solution that
furthers the study purpose, satisfies the
needs of the study, and minimizes adverse
environmental and social impacts at an
affordable cost.

1.6 What is the scope of this
environmental analysis?
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
was initiated in December 1999 as an
Environmental Assessment (EA), as provided for under the NEPA. The MaineDOT
elected to conduct a public scoping process consistent with that required for an
EIS.
The MaineDOT developed the scoping process to comply with the spirit and
intent of the NEPA. The MaineDOT created a Public Advisory Commitee (PAC)
with representatives from the Regional
Transportation Advisory Committee and
from the communities in or adjacent to
the study area. The PAC met monthly
during the scoping process to discuss environmental issues, potential study alter-
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natives, and other scoping-related issues.
In addition, the MaineDOT conducted
a scoping meeting with federal and state
agency representatives on April 10, 2000,
in Augusta; a public scoping meeting on
May 24, 2000, in Wiscasset; and a second
public scoping meeting on November 1,
2000, in Wiscasset.
This EA scoping process resulted in
the identification of a range of alternative
actions to be analyzed. The scoping process also identified the key environmental issues to be used to assess the study
alternatives. The initial alternatives were
screened, refined, and evaluated as part
of the environmental analysis that continued through May 2002.
In June 2002, the FHWA determined
that an EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation should
be prepared for the proposed action rather than an EA because the alternatives
under consideration had the potential to
“significantly” affect the environment. In
accordance with the President’s Council
on Environmental Quality regulations (40
CFR part 1508.27), the FHWA considered
the following facts, among others, in making this determination:
•

The scale of potential impacts on forest habitats and intertidal wetlands
had created some concerns, expressed
by representatives of federal and state
resource agencies, that the undertaking could have significant impacts on
the natural environment.

The scope of potential actions and the
potential impact to the human environment had generated appreciable
local controversy, as evidenced by
strong public participation at public
meetings and substantial written comment to MaineDOT and FHWA, both
from municipal officials and members
of the public.
The study alternatives had the potential to affect the Wiscasset Historic
District, listed on the NRHP.

•

The FHWA issued a Notice of Intent
(NOI) to prepare an EIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation on July 17, 2002, that was published in the Federal Register on July 29,
2002 (Federal Register, Vol. 67, p. 49056).
This publication incorporated the prior
analysis for the EA; the April 10, 2000,
agency scoping meeting; and the May 24,
2000, and November 1, 2000, public scoping meetings into the EIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation NOI. Exhibit 1.19 lists the concerns that people raised during the public
scoping process and where those issues
are addressed in this EIS.

•

•

•

1.7 What are the applicable
regulations, guidance, and
required permits?
The following statutes and orders apply
to the proposed action and were considered during the performance of this study
and preparation of this EIS:

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Endangered Species Act, as regulated
at 50 CFR 17
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Management, 42 FR 26951, signed
May 24, 1977
Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wetlands, 42 FR 26961, signed May
24, 1977
Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, 59 FR
7629, signed February 11, 1994
Executive Order 13166, Improving
Access to Services for Persons with
Limited English Proficiency, 65 FR
50121, signed August 11, 2000
Federal Register, Environmental
Impact and Related Procedures; Final
Rule, 23 CFR parts 635, 640, 650, 712,
771, and 790; and 40 CFR part 622,
August 28, 1987
Federal Register, Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act, 40 CFR
parts 1500-1508, November 29, 1978
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act,
50 CFR part 600
Maine Department of Environmental
Protection, Natural Resources
Protection Act, 38 MRSA, Chapter 3
§ 480 et seq.
Maine Department of Environmental
Protection/Maine Department
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Exhibit 1.19 – Public Scoping Issues Identification and Tracking
Comment
•
•

Addressed in Section…

Remarks

•

The purpose statement is too short and not detailed enough.
1.2, What is the study purpose?
The purpose statement should reflect the problems with through-traffic, pedestrians, and parking in Wiscasset.
Quality of life is important and should be mentioned in the purpose statement.

EISs briefly specify the underlying purpose to which sponsors are responding when proposing
alternatives. Typically, purpose statements are only a couple of sentences.
The purpose statement acknowledges the problems in the area. Quality of life has a variety of
meanings; it is the intention of the sponsors to improve the overall quality of life of those living
and traveling through the area and the environment.

•
•
•

The traffic problem in Wiscasset is seasonal and local to Wiscasset.
Traffic is not really a problem in Wiscasset.
People use Route 1 to get to work and congestion on that route is a problem.

1.3, What problems need to be addressed?
3.4, Transportation Environment
4.4, Transportation Environment

Traffic congestion and its other resultant problems in Wiscasset Village are well documented
and have been discussed for more than 50 years. The need for a bypass of the portion of Route
1 in Wiscasset Village has been acknowledged in the town’s most recent comprehensive plan.

•

Impacts should be determined for all communities in the area.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences

The direct, indirect or secondary, and cumulative impacts of the alternatives being considered
have been fully developed to provide a full accounting of the potential impacts and aid decision-making.

•
•

2.4.3, How much would the alternatives cost to construct?
The solution should not be expensive.
Assess not only the cost of the project but also the cost of direct and indirect im- Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences
pacts (e.g., the costs associated with impacts on property values, development,
productive mudflats, and loss of open space).

The costs to construct the build alternatives have been estimated. The cost of the direct and indirect impacts has been quantified, where reasonably possible, to aid in decision-making. The
cost of the impacts to the natural environment has not been estimated.

•
•

The proposed action should offer a sustainable solution.
Chapter 2, Alternatives Analysis
A longer bypass should be built to minimize impacts to Wiscasset and
Edgecomb

The build alternatives retained for further consideration are sustainable solutions that are reflective of the community values expressed. The sustainability of the selected alternative would
be considered further during the final design phase of project development.

•
•

If a bypass is built, it should be controlled access.
2.3, Which alternatives are being studied in this DEIS?
The proposed action should not encourage sprawl development or increased 4.9, What are the secondary and cumulative effects?
highway use.
A number of private development projects have been mentioned if a bypass is
built. There is a concern that those projects would create a bias in favor of a bypass.

The build alternatives would be controlled access and would only provide access to and from
Routes 1 and 27 in Wiscasset and Edgecomb. The potential for induced development from the
build alternatives retained for further consideration has been identified and quantified.

•
•

The solution, in conjunction with other related MaineDOT projects, should pro- 2.1, What was the result of the Maine Sensible Transportation Act Policy Analysis?
vide a net improvement to the environment.
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences
The quality of transportation facilities is essential.
Alternatives other than creating a new road must be examined.

The direct, indirect or secondary, and cumulative impacts of the alternatives being considered
have been fully developed, including the consequences of taking no action. In accordance with
the Maine Sensible Transportation Policy Act and NEPA, alternatives other than creating a new
road were examined.

•

The decision-making process must have objective criteria.

1.5, Who will decide what action to take, and how will this document be used?

The decision-makers and the decision-making process have been identified and described.

•

The proposed action should be part of a larger Route 1 planning study.

1.4, What other initiatives influence the scope of this Draft Environmental Impact The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study is part of the larger effort to coordinate transportation
Statement/Section 4(f ) Evaluation?
and land use along the Route 1 corridor in the Mid-Coast Region. The MaineDOT’s other initiatives have been identified and described.

•
•

Access for emergency vehicles is severely restricted in the summer months.
1.3.1, Traffic Congestion
A radio dispatch system is needed to coordinate the police and emergency ve- 4.5.1.4, Community Facilities and Services
hicles so the police can clear the road for the emergency vehicles.

•

•

				

The traffic congestion in the summer in Wiscasset Village is a problem for all users of Route 1,
and this problem is a critical concern of emergency responders.
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•
•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•
•

•

of Transportation, Stormwater
Memorandum of Understanding
Maine Endangered Species Act, 12
MRSA § 7751
Maine Hazardous Waste, Septage
and Solid Waste Management Act, 38
MRSA § 1301, 1979
Maine Revised Statutes, Sensible
Transportation Policy Act of 1991, 23
MRSA § 73
Public Law 91-190, National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42
USC § 4321 et seq., signed January 1,
1970
Public Law 95-217, Clean Water Act
of 1977, 33 USC § 1251-1376
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899, 33 USC 401
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 16 USC 470
Section 4(f ) of the U.S. Department
of Transportation Act of 1966, 49
USC 303 and 23 USC 138
Section 404 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (CWA)
Section 6(f ) of the Land and Water
Conservation Act of 1965, 16 USC
460
Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970, as amended, 42 USC 61

The MaineDOT would be required to obtain the following permits and approvals
prior to the start of construction:

•

•

•

Section 404 (of the CWA) Individual
Permit — The USACE provides oversight and regulates activities in the
nation’s waters. A Section 404 individual permit would be required
from the USACE for the discharge
of dredged or fill material into the
Waters of the United States. Waters
of the United States include wetlands.
Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA provides guidance to the USACE for the
issuance of permits; compliance with
Section 404(b)(1) is required. Section
404(b)(1) requires project sponsors to
select theLEDPA.
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act Individual Permit — The USACE
regulates certain structures and work
in and affecting the navigable capacity of waterways. Depending on
the alternative selected, a Section
10 permit may be required from the
USACE. For purposes of a Section 10
permit, a bridge or other structure
or work in or over a navigable water
of the United States is considered to
have an impact on the navigable capacity of the waterway.
U.S. Coast Guard Bridge Permit
— The U.S. Coast Guard also regulates certain structures and work in
and affecting navigable waters. A
bridge permit is required from the
U.S. Coast Guard for constructing
or modifying a bridge or causeway
across a navigable waterway. This includes temporary bridges used for
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•

•

•

construction access and traffic detours.
Natural Resources Protection Act
Permit (NRPA) — A NRPA Permit is
required from the Maine Department
of Environmental Protection (MDEP)
for projects in, on, over, or adjacent
to protected natural resources; protected resources are coastal wetlands,
great ponds, rivers, streams, significant wildlife habitat, and freshwater
wetlands.
Section 401 Water Quality
Certification — Section 401 of the
CWA regulates the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into waters. A Section 401 Water Quality
Certification is required from the
MDEP to ensure that the project
would comply with state water quality standards. Typically, the 401 Water
Quality Certification would be issued
by the MDEP concurrently with the
NRPA Permit.
Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) Consistency Determination
— Federally aided projects that have
reasonably foreseeable impacts on
the coastal zone are required to be
consistent, to the extent practicable, with the CZMA of 1972 and the
state’s federally approved coastalmanagement program. In Maine, the
State Planning Office (SPO) administers the Maine Coastal Program
(MCP). The SPO would perform
its consistency review and issue its

CZMA Consistency Determination
following review and approval of
the NRPA permit application by the
MDEP.

1.8 How do I read the rest of this
document?
The following chapters in this DEIS/Section
4(f ) Evaluation document the NEPA process:
•

•

•

Chapter 2 presents the alternatives
analysis. It introduces the range of
reasonable alternatives developed to
meet the project purpose and needs.
It identifies those alternatives retained
or dismissed from more detailed study
and the reasons for their retention or
dismissal.
Chapter 3 is an inventory of the affected environment. It succinctly describes the physical, biological, social,
and economic environments of the
area to be affected by the alternatives
retained for further consideration.
Chapter 4 provides a scientific and analytic discussion of the environmental
consequences and potential mitigation measures resulting from the alternatives retained for detailed study.
The discussion includes the environmental impacts of the alternatives;
the adverse environmental effects that
cannot be avoided if the project is implemented; the relationship between
short-term uses of the human environment and the maintenance and en-

•

•
•
•

•

•

hancement of long-term productivity;
and any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources that would
be involved in the project if it is implemented (40 CFR part 1502.16).
Chapter 5 summarizes the coordination and consultation activities performed for this project among the federal, state, and local agencies and the
public.
Chapter 6 lists the preparers and their
qualifications.
Chapter 7 lists the DEIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation recipients.
Chapter 8 is a Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
A Section 4(f ) evaluation is required
when a federally funded transportation action threatens to use an historic structure that is listed on or eligible
for the NRHP or is a publicly owned
park, recreational area, or wildlife refuge.
A list of references used in preparing
this DEIS is provided after the main
text.
An Index listing key words relevant to
the content of this DEIS is included

Chapter 2 · Alternatives Analysis

2

Alternatives Analysis

A range of alternatives was
proposed to address the transportation problems along Route 1 in
Wiscasset and Edgecomb. In identifying, planning, and developing the alternatives, the MaineDOT consulted with the
FHWA, regulatory and resource agencies
at the state and federal levels, local officials, stakeholder groups, and the public. A screening process was established
to systematically consider the wide range
of potential alternatives and to identify a
reasonable range of alternatives to retain
for further consideration. Of the 30 alternatives developed, six—including the
No-build Alternative—were retained for
further consideration at the conclusion of
the screening process.

2.1 What was the result of the
Maine Sensible Transportation
Policy Act (STPA) analysis?
The STPA requires the MaineDOT to
evaluate reasonable alternatives to the
construction of significant highway projects and to “minimize the harmful effects
of transportation to public health, air
quality, water quality, land use, and other natural resources”. Significant highway
projects are defined by the STPA as those
that increase capacity by constructing one
or more through-travel lanes, a highway
on a new location, or a bridge on a new
location. The STPA recognizes that there

are benefits and costs (i.e., financial, energy, and environmental) associated with
transportation improvements and provides policies and management strategies
for the analysis of those issues.
Transportation strategies that do not
require roadway construction fall into
two broad categories. Transportation
system management (TSM) consists of
low-impact roadway and intersection improvements and operational strategies designed to improve traffic flow through an
area (e.g., signal-timing improvements).
Travel demand management (TDM) consists of strategies to reduce demand for
travel during periods of peak traffic flow
through an area. TSM and TDM strategies may reduce or delay the need for improvements and upgrades that would be
necessary if no action were taken.
In 1993, the MaineDOT examined a
range of TSM and TDM measures to address traffic problems on Route 1 in the
U.S. Route 1 Mid-Coast Transportation
Study. This examination concluded that
even though some of these measures
might produce local improvements, the
measures examined would have “minimal” impact on summer traffic volumes
in the Wiscasset area.
The MaineDOT revisited this conclusion in 1997 with the Draft Analysis
of Alternatives for the Wiscasset Area
Transportation Corridor, examining a
range of TSM, TDM, and roadway ca-

pacity measures (exhibit 2.1) that had
potential to affect traffic problems in the
Wiscasset–Edgecomb area. After examining the range of potential measures,
the MaineDOT reaffirmed its 1993 conclusion that TSM and TDM measures
alone would not solve the problems identified and also that measures involving
added roadway capacity should be examined in greater detail. Recommendations
of this analysis led to the initiation of the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study EA and
the planning and implementation of the
following TSM and TDM measures retained and implemented as part of the
No-build and build alternatives:
•

Wiscasset Village parking changes: Since the initiation of this study,
the MaineDOT has implemented
this strategy. Prior to 2000, the section of Main Street between Water
and Federal Streets offered perpendicular parking on both sides. This arrangement maximized the number of
parking spaces but created conflicts
with moving traffic on Main Street
when vehicles pulled into or out of the
spaces. Backing up could be a “blind
movement.” The view of oncoming
traffic could be blocked by vehicles to
the right, creating safety problems. In
2000, as part of the Wiscasset Route
1 Corridor Study EA, the Main Street
parking area was restriped by the

				

•

•

MaineDOT to provide parking at a
60-degree angle. This allows vehicles
backing out to see traffic more clearly and more room for other traffic to
move around a vehicle maneuvering
into or out of a space. The increase in
travel-lane width permits vehicles to
move around another vehicle waiting
to turn left.
I-295 traffic advisory signs: As part
of a statewide plan to provide motorists with better information, highway
advisory signs are planned for placement on I-295 south of Brunswick
and on Route 1 north of Camden.
The signs would have a variable message that warns motorists of traffic
congestion in Wiscasset (or other locations) so that motorists can modify their travel plans to avoid the congestion. The signs would be activated
when there are long traffic delays in
Wiscasset (e.g., 10 minutes or more).
Such variable message signs on I-295
are expexted to be in place within five
years.
Access-management program: In
May 2000, the 119th Maine Legislature
enacted PL 1999, ch. 676, “An Act
to Ensure Cost Effective and Safe
Highways in the State.” This legislation
directed the MaineDOT to draft rules
and regulations for the design of driveways and entrances on state and stateaid highways. These rules set standards

Chapter 2 presents the alternatives
analysis. It introduces the range of
reasonable alternatives developed to
meet the project purpose and needs.
It identifies those alternatives retained
or dismissed from more detailed study
and the reasons for their retention or
dismissal.

Contents:
2.1 What was the result of the Maine
Sensible Transportation Policy Act
(STPA) analysis?
2.2 How were the alternatives
identified, developed, and
screened?
2.3 Which alternatives are being
studied in this DEIS?
2.4 What other activities are necessary
to construct the build alternatives,
and how much would they cost to
construct?
2.5 What are the most important
differences among the
alternatives to be considered in
decision-making?

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 17

2 · Alternatives Analysis
for entrance and driveway location,
spacing, width and corner clearance.
Access management is the planned
location and design of driveways and
entrances to public roads. The accessmanagement rules apply to Route 1
through the study area and beyond.
Driveways and entrances in place before May 2000 were grandfathered,
but new ones must follow the rules
and regulations for the design of driveways and entrances.

•

TDM passenger services: The
MaineDOT concluded that an intercity commuter rail would benefit the
region and is currently studying rail
service (see section 1.4.2). Limited
seasonal passenger rail service has
been implemented by a private operator on the state-owned rail line between Rockland and Brunswick.

2.2 How were the alternatives
identified, developed, and
screened?
A study area was developed that encompassed the anticipated range of alternatives for satisfying the study purpose,
satisfying the USACE’s basic purpose
statement, and solving the identified
problems. A planning-level analysis of the
natural, social, economic, and cultural resources and features in the study area was
performed (exhibit 1.3).

Exhibit 2.1 – Measures Evaluated for the STPA Analysis
Action

Category

Description

Strategies and alternatives were subsequently identified and developed in accordance with the STPA and the NEPA. The
MaineDOT and the FHWA are the decision-makers with consideration of agency
and public input through the NEPA process. It is the role of the MaineDOT to
identify, plan, develop, analyze, and select
an alternative that best meets the study
purpose and solves the identified problems, with the least adverse impact to the
natural, social, economic, and cultural re-

Result

Conclusion

Ride-Sharing Programs

TDM

Establish commuter carpooling/vanpooling program and park-and-ride
lots in the region

Access-Management
Program

TSM

Rules for the design of driveways and entrances onto state and state-aid
highways

More stringent rules developed for the design of driveways and entrances onto state and state-aid
highways

Implemented statewide in 2002

Wiscasset Village Traffic
Changes

TSM

Reduce downtown traffic conflicts with one or more of the following:
traffic-control officer, parking changes, median island, one-way streets,
turn lanes, traffic signals

Tested in the downtown area in 2000 and 2001 and determined to be ineffective in reducing
congestion; some measures improved safety

Parking changes and turn lanes
implemented in 2000 and 2001,
respectively

Wiscasset Gardiner Road
Traffic Signal

TSM

Install a traffic signal at the intersection of Route 1 and Gardiner Road

Although this measure may reduce left-turn waiting times, the additional delay for Route 1 traffic
would cause a negative overall impact on Route 1 traffic flow

Dismissed from further consideration

Edgecomb Boothbay Road
Intersection Improvement

TSM

Modify intersection to improve safety and ease of left-turn movements
from Boothbay Road

Short-term modifications made in 2005 but long-term concept developed

Planned for future implementation

Wiscasset Two-Way LeftTurn Lane

TSM

Create a center left-turn lane in commercial areas along Route 1 outside
the downtown area

Measure would not affect capacity issues in Wiscasset but could improve safety at some locations

Implemented in limited locations but
dismissed from further consideration
Dismissed from further consideration

Statewide carpool-matching program created

Implemented by 2000

Woolwich Passing and
Climbing Lanes

TSM

Create passing and climbing lanes in the Woolwich area

Passing and climbing lanes only improve travel times under free-flow conditions; free-flow
conditions do not currently exist, and this measure does not address capacity issues

I-295 Traffic Advisory Signs

TSM

Place variable-message highway advisory signs on I-295 south of
Brunswick and Route 1 north of Camden

Measure included in MaineDOT Intelligent Transportation Systems plans

Planned for future implementation,
on I-295 within five years

Intercity Bus Service

TDM

Improve frequency of intercity bus service along Route 1

Minor impact on traffic congestion

Implemented by private operator by
2001

Intercity Rail Service

TDM

Establish intercity rail service along the Mid-Coast Region

Minor impact on traffic congestion

Implemented seasonally by private
operator in 2005

Commuter Rail Service

TDM

Establish commuter rail service to Bath and other employment centers

Minor impact on traffic congestion

In preliminary planning stage

TDM

Establish marine ferry service between points in the Mid-Coast Region

Minor impact on traffic congestion

Studying water transit

Wiscasset Bypass

Highway
Capacity

Bypass Wiscasset Village with a new two-lane highway to the north or
south of existing Route 1

Major impact on traffic congestion

Retained for further consideration

Route 1 Widening

Highway
Capacity

Widen Route 1 to four lanes south of Wiscasset

Ineffective without a Wiscasset bypass in place

Dismissed from further consideration

Water Transit
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sources of the area, at a reasonable cost in
funding resources.
In identifying and developing the alternatives, the MaineDOT consulted with
the FHWA, the regulatory and resource
agencies at the state and federal levels,
regional and local officials, other stakeholder groups, and the public. In Maine,
the federal and state regulatory and resource agencies participate in the review
of the alternatives-screening process via
monthly interagency meetings. The following agencies attend these meetings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The USACE
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)
The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA)
The National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS)
The Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW)
The Maine Atlantic Salmon
Commission (MASC)
The Maine Historic Preservation
Commission (MHPC)
MDEP
Maine Department of Conservation
(DOC)
The Maine Department of Marine
Resources (MDMR)

The role of the regulatory and resource agencies in the alternatives development and screening process is to
advise the MaineDOT by reviewing and

2 · Alternatives Analysis
commenting on the alternatives. These
agencies assist the MaineDOT by identifying potential impacts to the natural, social, economic, and cultural resources of
the area and issues of concern and by suggesting methods and measures to further
avoid and minimize those impacts.
Using the inventory of the natural, social, economic, and cultural resources of
the study area, and with the assistance of
the PAC and the public, the MaineDOT
identified a wide range of potential corridors within which alternatives would be
developed.
With the assistance of federal and
state regulatory and resource agencies,
the PAC, and the public, the MaineDOT
avoided resources to the extent possible
and developed the potential corridors to
initially identify 30 alternatives, including the No-build Alternative and 29 new
roadway, tunnel, and railroad-relocation
alternatives.
During the screening process, the
MaineDOT developed measures of effectiveness to qualitatively assess whether alternatives satisfy, partially satisfy, or
do not satisfy the study purpose and the
USACE basic purpose or solve the identified problems (exhibit 2.2). These criteria
were used in conjunction with overall engineering feasibility; preliminary cost estimates (to determine which alternatives
would be economically practicable); and
potential impacts to natural, social, economic, and cultural resources to dismiss
alternatives from further consideration.

The alternatives-screening process occurred in successive stages that narrowed
the range of alternatives and refined those
retained for further consideration (exhibit 2.3 and Appendix A).
During each subsequent screening
stage, the alternatives were further developed and refined. At each stage, the alternatives were developed consistently and
to the same level of detail to allow an equal
comparison among them. Cost estimates
were based on applying readily available
unit costs to the alternatives information
available at that stage.
The screening analysis performed in
Stage I occurred from 2000 to 2001. It
considered alternatives that fit into seven broad families: no-build, upgrade,
southern, central, northern, tunnel, and
railroad-relocation alternatives. In Stage
I and subsequent stages, the No-build
Alternative was fully developed to allow
an equal comparison to the build alternatives.
The Stage I screening process involved
the use of basic quantitative and qualitative data to identify within each family the
alternative that would be more effective,
less costly, and less environmentally damaging than other alternatives in that family. The process also identified families in
which alternatives would be impracticable for reasons of effectiveness, cost, or
impacts to the environment.
The Upgrade Alternative was developed
to analyze the potential of increasing the
capacity of Route 1 by adding travel lanes

Exhibit 2.2 – Measures of Effectiveness for Alternatives
Purpose and Need
Criteria

Measure of Effectiveness

Does Satisfy Criteria

Partially Satisfies Criteria

Does Not Satisfy Criteria

Traffic Congestion
Need

Vehicle-hours of back-up delay
on Route 1 routinely caused by
volumes of traffic that exceed
the highway capacity

Eliminates Route 1 back-up
delay through 2030

Reduces Route 1 back-up delay
below 1,800 vehicle-hours
per summer day (2005 level)
through 2030

Fails to reduce Route 1 backup delay below 1,800 vehiclehours per summer day (2005
level) through 2030

Safety Concerns
Need

Number of the 5 HCLs (based
on 2001–2003 data) where
safety would be improved

Improves safety at all 5 HCLs

Improves safety at 2 to 4 HCLs

Fails to improve safety at 2 or
more HCLs

Range of posted speeds for
Route 1 through-traffic in the
study area

Posted speed would range from Posted speed would range from Posted speed would range from
45 to 50 mph
35 to 50 mph
25 to 50 mph

Vehicle–pedestrian conflict as
measured by the SADT in 2030

2030 SADT reduced below 2005 2030 SADT reduced but not
level
below 2005 level

2030 SADT not reduced

Separation of local and Route 1
through-traffic

Separates local and throughtraffic

Local and through-traffic
remains mixed

Vehicle–pedestrian conflict as
measured by the SADT in 2030

2030 SADT reduced below 2005 2030 SADT reduced but not
level
below 2005 level

2030 SADT not reduced

Impact on on-street parking on
Main Street

Preserves on-street parking on
Main Street

Reduces on-street parking on
Main Street

Eliminates on-street parking on
Main Street

Impact on properties
Has no impact on properties
potentially eligible for the NRHP potentially eligible for NRHP in
in Wiscasset Village
Wiscasset Village

Uses but does not displace
properties potentially eligible
for NRHP in Wiscasset Village

Displaces properties potentially
eligible for NRHP in Wiscasset
Village

Community
Character Need

Study Purpose

USACE Basic
Purpose

Ability to increase public safety,
enhance mobility, and provide
a net improvement to the
environment

Meets all three elements of the
study purpose

Ability to improve east-west
along Route 1 in order to
improve public safety and
relieve traffic congestion

Meets both traffic and safety
needs (at least partially)

in Wiscasset Village. Because the current
number of travel lanes on Route 1 is unable to accommodate existing and future
mobility needs, additional travel lanes in
each direction would be needed to provide adequate roadway capacity.
The family of southern alternatives
(Alternatives S1, S2, and their variations) and some of the northern alternatives (Alternatives N1 through N4 and
their variations) were developed to ex-

				

Reduces mix of local and
through-traffic

plore routes that avoided interference
with residential and commercial land
uses in Wiscasset Village by completely
bypassing the downtown area. The family of central alternatives (Alternative C1
and its variations) were developed to examine a shorter bypass located closer to
Wiscasset Village, which would minimize
the impacts to the natural, social, and human environment from new construction
and property acquisition. The central al-

—

—

Fails to meet all three elements
of the study purpose

Fails to meet both traffic and
safety needs

ternatives included a railroad-relocation
alternative.
The family of railroad-relocation alternatives (Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3)
was developed and intended to be used in
conjunction with the central alternatives.
It was envisioned that relocating the railroad could reduce congestion on Route 1
by eliminating traffic back-ups when trains
cross Main Street and that improved rail
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service might divert additional travelers
from road to rail.
The family of tunnel alternatives
(Alternatives T1 through T4) explored
various options for placing Route 1 underneath Wiscasset Village to shorten the
length of the bypass, restrict construction
to the more urban areas, and avoid potential aesthetic impacts of a new bridge.
The analysis performed in Stage I resulted in the No-build Alternative and
Alternatives S2, C1, and N2 (and their
variations) being retained for further consideration. Other alternatives were dismissed because of their inability to satisfy
the study purpose and solve the identified
problems; their potential impact to the
natural, social, economic, and cultural environments of the area; or both.
The screening analysis performed in
Stage II occurred from 2001 to 2002 and
focused on the select group of alternatives carried over from Stage I. New alternatives, modifications of alternatives, and
combinations of alternatives were considered. The alternatives in Stage II were developed to a greater level of detail than in
Stage I; more detailed cost, environmental, and traffic data were developed and
analyzed. New alternatives in Stage II underwent a Stage I review before consideration at a Stage II level of detail. Some
new alternatives were dismissed at a Stage
I level of detail. Stage II included regular
consultation with affected municipalities and the public. Northern alternatives
were emphasized in this stage; the new

alternatives introduced during Stage II
were all northern alternatives. At the end
of the analysis in Stage II, the No-build
Alternative and Alternatives N2, N6, and
N8 (and their variations) were retained
for further consideration.
The screening analysis performed in
Stage III occurred in 2002. It relied on extensive information from, and coordination with, regulatory and resource agencies at the state and federal levels to refine
the permitting and regulatory issues and
on continued coordination with affected towns, and the public. Variations of
northern alternatives were dismissed or
combined with alternatives retained for
further consideration. For the build alternatives, interchanges with Route 1 and
Route 27 were limited to two ramps each
to minimize environmental impacts. At
the conclusion of the analysis in Stage
III, the MaineDOT retained the No-build
Alternative and four build alternatives
(i.e., Alternatives N2/N2f, N2/N2h, N2a/
N2h, and N8c) for further consideration.
Consideration was given to the location for interchanges as part of the planning and conceptual design of the build
alternatives. In Stage III, the decision was
made to limit the number of interchange
ramps to minimize the footprint and impacts of the build alternatives. Partial interchanges with only two ramps would be
used in Wiscasset to maximize the traffic
and travel benefits and minimize adverse
environmental impacts. The following
factors led to the decision to construct an
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interchange with Gardiner Road and not
to construct an interchange with Route
218.
Given that the termini of the build alternatives would connect to Route 1 in
Wiscasset, which is functionally classified as a principal arterial, the next logical
connection would be to Gardiner Road,
which is functionally classified as a minor
arterial. Route 218 is functionally classified as a major collector.
With approximately a half-mile of spacing between Gardiner Road and Route
218, construction of interchanges that
would serve both routes would be difficult
to develop while adhering to design criteria related to safety.
Data from the traffic origin–destination
studies showed that Gardiner Road generates more than three times the Davey
Bridge river-crossing traffic than does
Route 218. An interchange with Gardiner
Road would do more to relieve traffic congestion in Wiscasset Village than an interchange with Route 218.
Although an interchange at Gardiner
Road was accepted locally as a desirable
feature of the build alternatives, an interchange with Route 218 was undesirable to
some stakeholders.
In conjunction with the three-stage
screening process, the alternatives were
evaluated in accordance with Section 404
of the CWA. Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit from the USACE for the
discharge of dredged or fill material into
Waters of the U.S.; Waters of the U.S. in-

clude wetlands. Section 404(b)(1) of the
CWA provides guidance to the USACE
for issuing permits; compliance with section 404(b)(1) is required for a permit to
be issued. Section 404(b)(1) requires that
the LEDPA be chosen as the preferred alternative. In May 2005, the USACE concurred with the alternatives-screening
process to date and the range of alternatives retained for further consideration.
Following the conclusion of the screening process, the MaineDOT initiated, in
December 2005, the conceptual design of
the build alternatives retained for further
consideration. After the Stage III analysis,
the alternatives retained for further consideration were the No-build Alternative
and Alternatives N2/N2f, N2/N2h, N2a/
N2h, and N8c. The purpose of conceptual
design was to further develop each build
alternative to better understand how each
would operate and what potential impacts
each would have on the transportation,
natural, social, economic, and cultural
resources of the area. During conceptual design, the build alternatives were renamed to more accurately reflect their
components; for example, Alternative
N2/N2f was renamed N2/N2h/N2f. The
MaineDOT developed a modification of
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f with a different
connection to Route 1 in Edgecomb. The
original alternative is referred to as N2/
N2h/N2f-1; the modification is referred
to as N2/N2h/N2f-2.

2 · Alternatives Analysis
Exhibit 2.3 – Alternatives Considered
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Exhibit 2.3 – Alternatives Considered (continued)

Alternatives Retained for Further Consideration
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Key:

Exhibit 2.3 – Alternatives Considered (continued)

= Yes

= No

ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
What was
the outcome?

Why?

No-build

• Consists of no new roadway construction or other measures
to increase capacity or decrease demand on Route 1 (except
connected actions and TSM/TDM measures listed in exhibit
2.1). The No-build Alternative would include long-term traffic
operational improvements to the Route 1 at Boothbay Road
intersection in Edgecomb.

Retained for
further
consideration

Although the No-build Alternative satisfies neither the study purpose and needs nor the
USACE’s basic project purpose, it was retained for further consideration. (The No-build
Alternative fails to address the worsening traffic congestion, safety, and community-character issues in Wiscasset Village). The No-build Alternative and its consequences allow equal
comparison to the build alternatives and help decision-makers understand the consequences of taking no action.

N2a/N2h

• Consists of 4.8 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2a/N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e,
N2a, N2g, and N2h.

Retained for
further
consideration

Determined to be one of the few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of
the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N2/N2f

• Consists of 3.9 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2/N2f is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e,
N2f, and N2g.

Retained for
further
consideration

Determined to be one of the few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of
the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N2/N2h

• Consists of 4.7 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines
alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e, N2g, and
N2h.

Retained for
further
consideration

Determined to be one of the few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of
the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N8c

• Consists of 3.1 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N8c is an alternative that crosses the Sheepscot
River south of Clark Point and terminates in Edgecomb on
Davis Island.
• Alternative N8c combines alignment features of Stage III
Alternatives N2, N2e, N2g, N8c, and N8c’.

Retained for
further
consideration

Determined to be one of the few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of
the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

				

Safety
Concerns

Community
Character
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2.3 Which alternatives are being
studied in this DEIS?
The No-build Alternative and five build
alternatives are being studied in this DEIS.
At the beginning of conceptual design,
the design criteria to be used to develop
the build alternatives were established
(exhibit 2.4).
The build alternatives are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

N2/N8c
N2/N2h/N2f-1
N2/N2h/N2f-2
N2/N2h
N2/N2a/N2h

The build alternatives would be controlled-access highways. A controlled access highway provides limited points of
access and egress; typically, these points
are only at interchanges. Controlled access highways are used to improve regional mobility and accommodate higher traffic speeds. The build alternatives
would be designed and operated within
right-of-ways that are approximately 250
feet wide.
The build alternatives share N2, which
is the same between Route 1 near Old Bath
Road and to the east of Gardiner Road in
Wiscasset. The differences in the build alternatives occur between Gardiner Road
and Route 1 in Edgecomb (exhibit 2.5).
The build alternatives were designed to
adhere to the design criteria established,
with one potential exception: the mini-

mum stopping sight distance for vertical
curves. For the first vertical curve with
N2 (south of Old Bath Road) and the last
vertical curve in Alternative N2/N8c (on
Davis Island), the minimum stopping sight
distance is 360 feet, which corresponds to
a speed of 45 mph. This potential design
exception improves the constructability of the build alternatives in these two
locations by minimizing the reconstruction needed at the termini with Route 1.
Further detailed study of these potential
design exceptions will be undertaken during final detailed design.
As a further refinement, the clear-zone
width of each build alternative was reduced and a bicycle and pedestrian lane
was added to help reduce potential natural, social, economic, and cultural impacts from the build alternatives and
to create the appearance of a “parkway”
to fit with the landscape and desires for
the area (exhibits 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8). The
MaineDOT designed a bicycle and pedestrian lane that would be constructed
between Old Bath Road and Route 218
as part of each build alternative. To allow
the MaineDOT to decrease the required
clear zone from 28 to 9 feet (i.e., reducing
the amount of property to be acquired,
reducing the amount of construction, reducing impacts, and giving the roadway
more of a parkway appearance), a guardrail was added to the design of the build
alternatives.
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Exhibit 2.4 – Criteria for Conceptual Design
Design Element
Design Criteria
Type of Roadway

Rural Arterial with controlled access

Design Speed

50 mph

Posted Speed

45 mph

Terrain

Mountainous

Lane Width

12 feet

Shoulder Width

8 feet

Cross Slopes

6.0% Maximum
Super Elevation
2.1% Normal
4.2% Shoulder – Normal

Clear Zone

28 feet
Reduced to 9 feet with guardrail

Side Slopes
Cut

Front slope at 4:1
Back slope at 2:1

Fill

4:1; guardrail is needed when the embankment height is
greater than 15 feet

Minimum Stopping Sight
Distance
Maximum Degree of
Curvature

400 feet
6°45’

Vertical Grades

7% Maximum
0.25% Minimum Desirable
0% Minimum

Minimum Vertical Clearance

16 feet 6 inches over roads
23 feet 6 inches over railroads

Super Elevation Transition
Length
Bicycle and Pedestrian Lane
Width

200 feet
10 feet with barrier separation from vehicular traffic

Sources: AASHTO, 2001 and MaineDOT, 1994

2 · Alternatives Analysis
Exhibit 2.5 – Alternatives Retained for Further Consideration
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Exhibit 2.6 – Typical Section with Bicycle and Pedestrian
Lane – Route 1 in Wiscasset to Route 218

Exhibit 2.7 – Typical Section – Route 218 to Route 1
in Edgecomb

Exhibit 2.8 – Artist’s Rendering of Typical Section with Bicycle and Pedestrian Lane – Route 1 in Wiscasset to Route 218

Note: Guardrail employed where appropriate to reduce required clear zone.
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2.3.1 No-build Alternative
The No-build Alternative consists of no
new roadway construction or other measures to increase capacity or to decrease
demand on Route 1 in the study area other than the selected TSM/TDM measures
and projects that have been identified or
programmed. The No-build Alternative
assumes that the existing road network
would be maintained at its current level
and rehabilitated or rebuilt as required to
continue its current capacity.
The intersection of Route 1 and
Boothbay Road would be reconstructed as part of the No-build Alternative.
Currently, drivers experience difficulty
making left turns from Boothbay Road
north onto Route 1 south, resulting in a
HCL and traffic congestion on Boothbay
Road approaching Route 1.
The proposed long-term improvement
to this intersection is to reconstruct it so
that the left turn from Boothbay Road
can be made in two steps rather than one.
This can be done by providing a median
separation between Route 1 south and
Route 1 north at Boothbay Road. The first
step would be for a driver on Boothbay
Road to find a gap in traffic on Route 1
north and turn left into a protected lane
of Route 1 south. The second step would
be for the driver to accelerate in the protected lane and merge with the traffic on
Route 1 south. By eliminating the need to
find gaps in northbound and southbound
Route 1 traffic at the same time, the improved intersection would provide the

opportunity to take advantage of gaps in
one-way traffic for vehicles to turn left
safely, reducing crashes and congestion
(exhibit 2.9).
Drivers would be permitted to turn left
from Route 1 south to Boothbay Road
south only at Cross Road. Left-turn lanes
would be provided on both approaches
on Route 1 to Cochran Road and Cross
Road.
No climbing lanes would be provided
on the Route 1 approaches to Cochran
Road and Cross Road. This would help
manage speeds through the intersections
and minimize the amount of property that
would need to be acquired.
The MaineDOT committed to improving this intersection and implemented
short-term operational improvements
in 2005: the long-term improvement of
this intersection competes for funding
with other roadway projects statewide.
Completion of this intersection improvement is expected before 2020.
Although the No-build Alternative
would not satisfy the study purpose and
would not solve the problems identified,
it was retained for further consideration
to allow equal comparison to the build
alternatives and to help decision-makers
understand the ramifications of taking no
action.

				

Exhibit 2.9 – Reconstructed Intersection of
Route 1 and Boothbay Road
0
(No-build Alternative)

400
Feet
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2.3.2 Shared Features of the Build
Alternatives
The build alternatives retained for
further consideration share common
features, in addition to the design criteria
listed in exhibit 2.4. They share common
controls of vehicle access and a portion of
common alignment—N2.
Vehicle access to the build alternatives
would be limited to three points: The
southern terminus on Route 1 in Wiscasset,
the northern terminus on Routes 1 and 27
in Edgecomb, and an intermediate point
on Gardiner Road in Wiscasset. Access
at these points would be limited to traffic that would use the build alternative to
cross the Sheepscot River. In this way, the
number of on-ramps and off-ramps would
be minimized, while serving the needs of
the largest volumes of through traffic.
N2 would start at Route 1 near Old
Bath Road and continue north and east of
Gardiner Road (exhibit 2.5). N2 would be
used by Sheepscot River-crossing traffic either originated from or destined to Route
1 south of Old Bath Road. Southbound
traffic from Wiscasset Village would use
a new ramp off Old Bath Road to continue southbound on Route 1 (exhibit 2.10).
N2 would be approximately 1.4 miles long
from Route 1 to Gardiner Road. N2 would
cross the following four roads:
•

Old Bath Road: N2 would be constructed approximately 20 feet below existing ground level at its deepest location under Old Bath Road, and

•

•

•

an overpass would be constructed to
carry Old Bath Road over N2 (exhibit
2.11).
Bradford Road: N2 would be constructed approximately 20 feet below existing ground level at its deepest location under Bradford Road and
an overpass would be constructed to
carry Bradford Road over N2 (exhibit
2.12).
Willow Lane: N2 would be constructed under Willow Lane at approximately the same elevation as Willow Lane
currently exists. Willow Lane would
be raised approximately 30 feet above
its existing elevation, at its highest
point, to pass over N2. Approximately
1,800 feet of Willow Lane would be
reconstructed. Driveways connecting with this section of Willow Lane
would be reconstructed, and the frontyard slopes of the affected residences
would be adjusted as necessary (exhibit 2.13).
Gardiner Road: N2 would be constructed under Gardiner Road at
approximately the same elevation
as Gardiner Road currently exists.
Gardiner Road would be raised approximately 25 feet above its existing
elevation, at its highest point, to cross
over N2. Approximately 1,800 feet of
Gardiner Road would be reconstructed to cross over N2. Driveways connecting with this section of Gardiner
Road would be reconstructed and the
front-yard slopes of the affected res-
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idences and businesses would be adjusted as necessary.

2.3.3 Alternative N2/N8c
Alternative N2/N8c (exhibit 2.14), from
the eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner
Road, would curve around the north side
of a hill, turn south, and cross Route 218.
Ramps connecting to Gardiner Road
would provide access to Alternative N2/
N8c in the northbound direction and
from Alternative N2/N8c in the southbound direction (exhibit 2.15).
Alternative N2/N8c would be constructed approximately 25 feet under
Route 218. Approximately 1,650 feet of
Route 218 would be reconstructed to pass
over N2/N8c. Driveways connecting with
this section of Route 218 would be reconstructed, and the front-yard slopes of the
affected residences and businesses would
be adjusted as necessary (exhibit 2.16).
Alternative N2/N8c would require the
construction of an approximate 4,150foot-long bridge across the western portion of the Sheepscot River to Davis
Island. At its highest point, the bridge
would be approximately 50 feet above the
mean high-water level. Alternative N2/
N8c would pass over the railroad bridge
with adequate clearance for trains to pass
underneath (exhibit 2.17).

Exhibit 2.10 – Partial Interchange Between
Old Bath Road and Route 1
(All Build Alternatives) 0

400
Feet
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Exhibit 2.11 – Old Bath Road:
Existing view (before)
and conceptual rendering
with N2 in place (after).

Before

After

Exhibit 2.12 – Bradford Road:
Existing view (before)
and conceptual rendering
with N2 in place (after).

Before

Exhibit 2.13 – Willow Lane:
Existing view (before)
and conceptual rendering
with N2 in place (after).

Before

After

After
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Exhibit 2.14 – Alternative N2/N8c
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Exhibit 2.15 – Interchange with
Gardiner Road (Alternative N2/N8c)
0

400
Feet

Before

After

After
Exhibit 2.16 – Route 218: Existing
view (before) and conceptual rendering
with N2/N8c in place (after).

Exhibit 2.17 – Sheepscot River from Railroad Avenue: Existing view (before) and
conceptual rendering showing the bridge that is part of N2/N8c (after).

Before
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Alternative N2/N8c would connect
with Route 1 via an intersection near the
MaineDOT maintenance facility on Davis
Island (exhibit 2.18). A small portion of
Route 1 would be reconstructed to create the intersection. Alternative N2/N8c
would be approximately 3.2 miles long
and bypass approximately 1.9 miles of
Route 1.
Alternative N2/N8c would require
moving the least amount of earthwork
(estimated at approximately 448,000 cubic
yards [cy]) and be the shortest alternative
(approximately 3.2 miles) (exhibit 2.19). It
would have the capital, maintenance, and
environmental costs of having the longest
Sheepscot River bridge (approximately 4,150 feet), and the interchange with
Gardiner Road would be more visually intrusive and involve a more complex structure than other build alternatives.
Alternative N2/N8c would require disposing of approximately 131,000 cy of extra earthen material (exhibit 2.19).
As in the No-build Alternative, the intersection of Route 1 and Boothbay Road
would be reconstructed as part of this alternative (see section 2.3.1 and exhibit
2.9).

2.3.4 Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 was formerly identified as Alternative N2/N2F at the
end of the Stage III analysis of this study.
The name was changed during conceptual
design to more accurately reflect the combination of roadway segments comprising

the alternative and its one modification
(exhibit 2.20).
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1, from the
eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road,
would continue north and east, crossing over Route 218. Ramps connecting to
Gardiner Road would provide access to
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 in the northbound direction and from Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1 in the southbound direction
(exhibit 2.21). Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
would be constructed approximately 25
feet over Route 218 (exhibit 2.22).
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would require the construction of an approximate
600-foot-long bridge across the northern portion of Polly Clark Cove. It follows the southern tip of Clark Point to the
Sheepscot River. It would require the construction of an approximate 1,600-footlong bridge across the Sheepscot River.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would bridge
over the railroad tracks at Clark Point with
adequate clearance for trains to pass underneath. At its highest point, the bridge
would be approximately 45 feet above the
mean high-water level.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would require the construction of a third bridge
over the inlet to a small cove in Edgecomb.
This bridge would be approximately 250
feet long and 10 feet above the mean highwater level.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would connect with Route 1 in Edgecomb at a partial interchange with Boothbay Road.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would pass
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Exhibit 2.18 – Intersection on Davis Island
(Alternative N2/N8c)
0
400
Feet

Exhibit 2.19 – Earthwork Quantities in Cubic Yards

Total
Earthwork

Net Excess
Material

Alternative

Fill

Cut

N2/N8c

158,180

289,551

447,731

131,370

N2/N2h/N2f-1

321,698

395,516

717,214

73,818

N2/N2h/N2f-2

330,365

515,444

845,809

185,079

N2/N2h

303,096

510,088

813,184

206,922

N2/N2a/N2h

473,940

679,782

1,153,722

205,842

2 · Alternatives Analysis
Exhibit 2.20 – Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
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over Boothbay Road approximately 15
feet above the existing roadway grade.
Approximately 1,800 feet of Boothbay
Road would be reconstructed (exhibit
2.23). Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would
be approximately 4.1 miles long and bypass 2.6 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would require disposing of approximately 74,000
cy of extra earthen material (exhibit 2.19).
The interchange with Route 1 at the eastern end would be more complex than
other build alternatives and have a short
weaving movement with existing Route
1 northbound traffic and Boothbay Road
southbound traffic toward Boothbay
Harbor.

Exhibit 2.22 – Route 218: Existing view (before)
and conceptual rendering with Alternatives
N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h in place (after).

Exhibit 2.21 – Interchange
with Gardiner Road
(Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1,
N2/N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h,
and N2/N2a/N2h)
0

Before

400
Feet

After

2.3.5 Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 is a modification of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1.
West of Engelbrekt Road, it would turn
east and follow the same alignment as
N2h to Route 1 near Atlantic Highway in
Edgecomb. Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
would be constructed approximately
20 feet under Engelbrekt Road (exhibit
2.24).

Exhibit 2.23 – Interchange at Route 1 and
Boothbay Road (Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1)
0

34 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

400
Feet

2 · Alternatives Analysis
Exhibit 2.24 – Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
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Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would connect with Route 1 east of the intersection
with Atlantic Highway. Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-2 would cross approximately 10
feet under the intersection of Boothbay
Road and Cross Road. Approximately
750 feet of Boothbay Road and 700 feet
of Cross Road would be reconstructed
(exhibit 2.25). Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
would be approximately 4.4 miles long
and bypass 3 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would not
impact the cove in Edgecomb impacted by
N2/N2h/N2f-1, and it would have a more
conventional interchange configuration
with Route 1 in Edgecomb compared to
N2/N2h/N2f-1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would require disposing of approximately 185,000
cy of extra earthen material (exhibit
2.19).

2.3.6 Alternative N2/N2h
Alternative N2/N2h, from the eastern
limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road, would
continue north and east, crossing over
Route 218 (exhibit 2.22). Ramps connecting to Gardiner Road would provide access to Alternative N2/N2h in the northbound direction and from Alternative
N2/N2h in the southbound direction.
Alternative N2/N2h would be constructed approximately 25 feet over Route 218
(exhibit 2.26).
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Exhibit 2.25 – Interchange at Boothbay Road
and Cross Road
0
400
(Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2)
Feet
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Exhibit 2.26 – Alternative N2/N2h
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Alternative N2/N2h would require the
construction of an approximate 600-footlong bridge across the northern portion
of Polly Clark Cove. Alternative N2/N2h
follows the southern tip of Clark Point
to the Sheepscot River (exhibit 2.27).
Alternative N2/N2h would bridge over
the MaineDOT railroad tracks at Clark
Point with adequate clearance for trains
to pass underneath. It would require construction of an approximate 2,200-footlong bridge parallel to the existing steeltruss railroad bridge across the Sheepscot
River. The bridge would be approximately
25 feet above the mean high-water level.
Alternative N2/N2h would travel south
and connect with Route 1 east of the intersection with Atlantic Highway. Alternative
N2/N2h would cross approximately 30
feet above Route 1 and approximately 10
feet under the intersection of Boothbay
Road and Cross Road. Approximately
750 feet of Boothbay Road and 700 feet of
Cross Road would be reconstructed (exhibit 2.28). Alternative N2/N2h would be
approximately 4.7 miles long and bypass 3
miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h would not impact
the waterfront in Edgecomb, and it would
have a more conventional interchange
configuration with Route 1 than N2/N2h/
N2f-1. The Sheepscot River bridge would
be at a higher elevation than the existing
railroad bridge, and part of the Sheepscot
River bridge would be constructed with a
horizontal curve and a 5.5 percent verti-

cal grade, the steepest bridge of the build
alternatives.
Alternative N2/N2h would require disposing of approximately 206,000 cy of extra earthen material (exhibit 2.19).

2.3.7 Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h, from the
eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner Road,
would continue north and east, crossing
first over West Alna Road and then Route
218. Ramps connecting to Gardiner Road
would provide access to Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h in the northbound direction
and from Alternative N2/N2a/N2h in the
southbound direction. Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h would be constructed approximately 25 feet over Route 218 (exhibit
2.29).
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would require the construction of an approximate
500-foot-long bridge across the northern
portion of Polly Clark Cove. The bridge
would be approximately 70 feet above the
mean high-water level. Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h would require an approximately
700-foot-long bridge over the Sheepscot
River north of the existing steel-truss
MaineDOT railroad bridge. This bridge
would stand approximately 90 feet above
the mean high-water level.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would pass
approximately 35 feet over the railroad
bridge southeast of the Sheepscot River
on a 400-foot-long bridge.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would travel
south and connect with Route 1 east of
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Exhibit 2.27 – Sheepscot River from Davis Island near the Davey Bridge: Existing view
(before) and conceptual rendering showing the bridge that is part of N2/N2h (after).

Before

After

Exhibit 2.28 – Interchange at Boothbay Road and
Cross Road
(Alternatives N2/N2h and N2/N2a/N2h)
0

400
Feet
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Exhibit 2.29 – Alternative N2/N2a/N2h

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 39

2 · Alternatives Analysis
the intersection with Atlantic Highway.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would cross approximately 30 feet above Route 1 and approximately 10 feet under the intersection of Boothbay Road and Cross Road.
Approximately 750 feet of Boothbay Road
and 700 feet of Cross Road would be reconstructed (exhibit 2.28). Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h is approximately 5.1 miles
long and bypasses 3 miles of Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would have
the shortest bridge over the Sheepscot
River, it would not impact the waterfront
in Edgecomb, and it would have a more
conventional interchange configuration
with Route 1. It is the longest alternative,
would require moving the most earthen material (estimated at approximately
1,154,000 cy), and would require disposing of approximately 206,000 cy of extra
earthen material (exhibit 2.19).

2.4 What other activities are
necessary to construct the
preferred alternative, and how
much would it cost to construct?
Each alternative would require engineering, the acquisition of property, and
construction activities, and, with the exception of the No-build Alternative,
would also require utility relocations and
environmental mitigation. The No-build
Alternative, by its very nature, involves
the least amount of activity. This alternative, which involves 0.5 acre of property
acquisition and would cost approximately

$1,100,000 to construct, serves as the basis for comparing the build alternatives.

2.4.1 How much property would
need to be acquired for each
alternative?
The conceptual design of the build alternatives includes an estimation of land
that would need to be acquired and used
as right-of-way for the two-lane roadway.
In general, the proposed right-of-way
width for the build alternatives averages
approximately 250 feet. The limits of the
proposed right-of-way are not uniform
and are irregular because they are a function of topography, earth-moving activities (i.e., cutting and filling), slopes, existing property boundaries, the viability
of remaining portions of properties acquired, and continued access to individual properties. The amount of land to be
acquired for the construction and operation of build alternatives was minimized,
wherever possible.
A preliminary assessment was performed to provide a general understanding of the existing property ownership and
extent of potential land to be acquired and
used for right-of-way to construct and
maintain build alternatives. Information
was collected from aerial photography
and property records from the towns of
Wiscasset and Edgecomb. Through analysis of property data, discussions with local officials, and observations, potentially
impacted properties within the proposed
rights-of-way were identified and quanti-
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fied. The build alternatives would directly
impact between 53 and 75 properties. The
area to be acquired and used for right-ofway for the build alternatives is approximately 57 to 101 acres (exhibit 2.30).
Residences and commercial businesses would be displaced by the build alternatives (exhibit 2.30). The build alternatives would displace between 25 and 33
residences and up to 15 commercial businesses (see section 4.5.1, Land Use).
The cost of the anticipated property to
be acquired for build alternatives ranges from $9.4 million to $14.2 million (in
2006 dollars).

2.4.2 Which utilities would need to
be relocated?
The build alternatives were designed to
avoid and minimize the impact and relocation of utilities. The construction of the
build alternatives would impact electric,
telephone, cable television, and water and
sewer utilities. These utilities are owned
and operated by Central Maine Power
Company, Verizon Telephone, TimeWarner Cable, Wiscasset Water District,
and Wiscasset Sewer Department.
A preliminary assessment of the potential impacts of build alternatives to utilities and the utility relocations required
was performed. Information on utilities
was collected from field inspection, interviews with utility owners and representatives, a review of utility records and
designs, property maps, and aerial photography.

Exhibit 2.30 – Summary of Property to Be Acquired
Alternative

Other

Number of
Affected
Properties

Area to be
Acquired
(ac.)

Displacements
Residential Commercial

Cost Estimate
of Property to
be Acquired

No-build

0

0

0

2

0.5

$20,000

N2/N8c

25

12

1

53

57.0

$9,400,000

N2/N2h/N2f-1

27

13

0

67

82.6

$13,400,000

N2/N2h/N2f-2

33

15

0

75

89.9

$14,200,000

N2/N2h

28

15

0

69

89.7

$12,600,000

N2/N2a/N2h

29

15

0

71

100.8

$11,300,000

Note: Monetary figures represent 2006 dollar value.

To estimate the approximate cost to relocate the utilities impacted by the build
alternatives, conceptual relocation plans
were developed based on the utility owners’ specifications. Relocation of utilities
in support of the build alternatives is estimated in cost between $1.1 million and
$1.2 million (in 2006 dollars).
The cost of relocating utilities inside
the rights-of-way of state roads would be
the responsibility of the individual utility
company. The cost of relocating utilities
located outside the rights-of-way of state
roads would be the responsibility of the
MaineDOT (exhibit 2.31).

2.4.3 How much would the
alternatives cost to construct?
As part of the conceptual design of the
build alternatives, a preliminary estimate
of the cost to construct the build alternatives was prepared (in 2006 dollars) (exhibit 2.32). The cost to construct the build
alternatives ranges from $68.5 million to
$79.1 million.

2.4.4 What are the next steps if a
build alternative is constructed?
If a build alternative is selected for
construction—through completion of a
FEIS, filing of a ROD by the FHWA, and
a determination of the LEDPA from the
USACE—the MaineDOT would work with
the towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb to
develop a plan to protect the corridor of
the selected alternative, including its intersections and approaches from further
inappropriate development. Methods to
protect the corridor may include development of zoning and local ordinances and
selective acquisition of properties as they
become available for sale or at risk for further development. The MaineDOT may
fund these property acquisitions through
its customary programming of state and
federal highway-funding mechanisms.
Property acquisitions and residential or
business relocations would be in accordance with the appropriate state and federal laws dictating the acquisition of property for highway purposes.

2 · Alternatives Analysis
Once the MaineDOT has a corridorpreservation system in place to protect
the selected corridor, it would work with
regional interests to develop support for a
funding plan. In recent years, many states
have found that state highway funds,
bonding, and federal core apportionments are needed to maintain the system
as it exists, with little in additional funds
for new capacity projects. Therefore, the
MaineDOT would work with the governor, region, and state and federal legislators to devise appropriate funding strategies for the full property acquisition and
ultimately construction of the selected
build alternative.
If the No-build Alternative is selected,
the MaineDOT would continue to work
with local and regional authorities to
maintain (to the extent possible) the safety
and efficiency of Route 1 in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. Through its routine prioritization of limited core funds, the MaineDOT
would make improvements along the existing corridor and other parts of the network. Management of traffic on key corridors accessing the Mid-Coast Region,
such as Routes 1, 3, 27, and 32, would be
necessary to maintain safety and mobility.

ation are quite similar. The build alternatives all begin at the same point on Route
1 to the west of Wiscasset Village, would
carry traffic to the north of Wiscasset
Village, and reconnect with Route 1,
whether on Davis Island or to the east of
the Sheepscot River in Edgecomb. The
build alternatives are the same between
Route 1 and Gardiner Road.
Although the majority of the potential impacts from the build alternatives
are similar, a few distinct differences exist (exhibit 2.33). These differences in potential impacts help to sharply define the
alternatives and aid the MaineDOT and
the FHWA in choosing the preferred alternative. A full accounting of the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts from
the No-build and build alternatives to the
natural, social, cultural, and economic environments is presented in chapter 4.

Exhibit 2.31 – Estimated Cost of Utility Relocations – Responsibility (in 2006 Dollars1)
Responsible Party

Alternative

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

$200,000

$100,000

$100,000

$250,000

$750,000

$55,000

$70,000

$77,500

$72,500

$77,500

Central Maine Power

$140,000

$185,000

$210,000

$195,000

$210,000

Verizon Telephone

$100,000

$115,000

$135,000

$125,000

$135,000

Wiscasset Sewer Department

$437,500

$370,000

$370,000

$370,000

$370,000

Wiscasset Water District

$235,000

$235,000

$235,000

$235,000

$235,000

MaineDOT
CATV

Note:
1
The MaineDOT would be responsible for the cost of utility relocations outside of the existing roadway right-of-way.
Individual utility owners would be responsible for necessary relocations within the existing roadway right-of-way.

Exhibit 2.32 – Estimated Construction Cost (in 2006 Dollars)
Alternative
No-build

Length
(in miles)
0

Bridge

Highway

Engineering

Utilities1

Cost of
Property to be
Acquired

Mitigation

Total

$0

$900,000

$180,000

$0

$20,000

$0

$1,100,000

N2/N8c

3.2

$45,900,000

$9,500,000

$11,280,000

$200,000

$9,400,000

$2,800,000

$79,100,000

N2/N2h/N2f-1

4.1

$32,200,000

$13,700,000

$9,100,000

$100,000

$13,400,000

$3,300,000

$71,800,000

N2/N2h/N2f-2

4.4

$30,800,000

$14,600,000

$9,100,000

$100,000

$14,200,000

$3,800,000

$72,600,000

N2/N2h

4.7

$35,100,000

$15,700,000

$10,100,000

$250,000

$12,600,000

$3,900,000

$77,650,000

N2/N2a/N2h

5.1

$24,900,000

$18,900,000

$8,800,000

$750,000

$11,300,000

$3,800,000

$68,450,000

Note:
Utility costs are those of the MaineDOT only.

1

2.5 What are the most important
differences among the
alternatives to be considered in
decision-making?
From a broad perspective, the build alternatives retained for further consider-
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Exhibit 2.33 – Distinct Differences among the Alternatives
No-build Alternative

Alternative N2/N8c

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2

Alternative N2/N2h

Alternative N2/N2a/N2h

0.5

5.7

5.8

8.9

8.8

8.7

1

5

5

4

4

6

Area within 250 feet of pool(s)

1.8 ac.

6.8 ac.

8.0 ac.

5.0 ac.

5.8 ac.

7.8 ac.

Area within 700 feet of pool(s)

2.5 ac.

23.0 ac.

32.6 ac.

24.1 ac.

25.4 ac.

32.2 ac.

No additional impact

Minimal impact — minor reduction in undeveloped area in narrow portions or otherwise lower
value portions of undeveloped
habitat blocks

No additional impacts

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.4 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.2 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.2 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.3 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Sheepscot River Crossing piers
directly impact up to 0.1 acre
of potential feeding habitat for
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon.
Potential indirect impacts to
Atlantic salmon and shortnose
sturgeon from pier construction.

Residential Displacements

0

25

27

33

28

29

Commercial Displacements

0

12

13

15

15

15

No use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

Use of properties

131,370

73,818

185,079

206,922

205,842

Impacts to Freshwater Wetlands (ac.)
Vernal Pools
Number impacted

Unfragmented Habitat

Threatened and Endangered Species

Properties Afforded Protection Under
Section 4(f)
Constructability: Excess Earthwork (cy)

Moderate impact — undeveloped habitat blocks would be reduced to an undivided block greater
than 100 acres not bisected

Severe impact — undeveloped
habitat blocks are bisected into
one or more smaller habitat areas with remnant less than 100
acres

Traffic Safety and Mobility
Annual Crashes (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

-9

-15

-15

-9

-8

VMT (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

+9,700,000

+8,500,000

+8,500,000

+9,800,000

+9,300,000

VHT (Net change in year 2030)

Base condition

-1,130,000

-1,090,000

-1,090,000

-1,040,000

-1,030,000

$77,650,000

$68,450,000

Declining Mobility on existing
Route 1

Improved mobility through the removal of through-traffic from existing Route 1 to a controlled-access facility

Operations:

Estimated Construction Costs (2006 Dollars)

Short weave movement between Route 1 northbound traffic and Boothbay Road southbound traffic in Edgecomb
$1,100,000

$79,100,000
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$71,800,000

$72,600,000

Chapter 3 · Affected Environment

3

Affected Environment

A study area encompassing the
range of alternatives retained for
detailed study was developed. It is approximately 3,500 acres (approximately
5.5 square miles) in size and consists of
parts of Wiscasset and Edgecomb. The
MaineDOT performed a detailed analysis
of the natural, social, and economic features of the study area.

3.1 What are the predominant
features of the region?
Wiscasset and Edgecomb are in Maine’s
Mid-Coast Region, an area characterized by large rivers that flow southwest
and widen into estuaries of the Atlantic
Ocean. The rivers have many islands and
island communities. Wiscasset is adjacent
to the western side of the Sheepscot River,
east of the Kennebec River, and west of
the Damariscotta River. This region of the
state features low rolling hills and ridges
along with scenic shorelines, ecologically
valuable estuaries and marshes, and large
blocks of undeveloped upland forests.
Most development in the region is along
the major roads, with residential development scattered throughout. The city of
Bath is a major urban center southwest of
Wiscasset, but most of the area is rural.
The Mid-Coast Region has a rich history
and a tradition of shipbuilding and textile industries, and it is a popular vacation
destination in the summer. Route 1 is the

major east-west roadway through the region; Route 27 provides access north and
south. Routes 1 and 27 serve as the gateway to the Boothbay Harbor Region and
accommodate heavy tourist and recreational traffic. Routes 218 and 144 are important state highways heading north and
south, respectively.
The area is rich with streams and fisheries, and there are many wetlands in the
region. The tidal nature of the estuaries
provides valuable habitat for wading birds
and shellfish. The large unfragmented forested areas provide habitat for a wide variety of wildlife.
The study area encompasses large
stands of forest, cultivated fields, and vegetated communities characteristic of upland, freshwater, and tidal-water environments along Mid-Coast Maine (exhibit
3.1), with open grasslands, wetlands, and
shrub areas in addition to the forest communities.

Exhibit 3.1 – Vegetation
Type

Acres

Percentage
of Total
Study Area

Grassland, Fields, and
Pastures

205

6

1,133

32

Mixed Evergreen
Forest

The predominant vegetative cover type
is forested where clearing for development has not occurred or where wetlands
are not prevalent. These forests tend to be

predominantly softwood, such as white
pine near the Sheepscot River, transitioning into mixed wood with ash species,
maples, oaks, and white pine. Hemlock
is common along swales in the Sortwell
Forest east of Willow Lane. Forested areas are either highly managed like the
Sortwell Forest or occasionally harvested like Clark Point and an area east of
Gardiner Road.
Wiscasset Village is the commercial and
civic center of Wiscasset. The businesses in Wiscasset Village serve surrounding towns. The Wiscasset Village commercial area gained importance in the
Mid-Coast Region in the early nineteenth
century, when Wiscasset was one of the
major ports serving Maine and northern New England. Many of the buildings
in Wiscasset Village date from the early
1800s. The Wiscasset Historic District encompasses Wiscasset Village and is listed
on the NRHP.

3.2 What are the natural features
of the study area?
3.2.1 What are the physical
features of the study area?
The physical geography, or physiography, of the area is a description of physical features of the natural landscape. The
following sections describe the physical
geography and soils of the study area that
may influence the alternatives development and selection process. These natural

			

landforms and geologic features may determine the location of an alternative and
the extent of engineering constraints.
The amount and type of underlying
materials encountered in excavations required for construction may dramatically affect roadway-construction feasibility
and costs. Construction through undulating terrain may incur additional excavation costs, and the presence of bedrock outcrops may require the removal of
ledge.
3.2.1.1 Physical Geography
The two towns of Wiscasset and
Edgecomb are on the Maine coastal plateau and in the Sheepscot River valley.
Generally, the landform in the study area
consists of low hills and ridges. Elevations
in the area range from sea level to about
230 feet above sea level. The ridges are
parallel to the Sheepscot River in a southwest-to-northeast orientation; streams
and drainage channels are oriented in the
same direction. Several of the hills and
ridges have steep grades of greater than 8
percent, including the south face of Clark
Point in Wiscasset and a 170-foot knoll
between Gardiner Road and Route 218
east of Wiscasset Middle School.
Several water features are mapped on
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographical maps of the study area, which
is bisected by the Sheepscot River. Pottle
Cove is south of Route 1, between the

Chapter 3 is an inventory of the affected environment. It succinctly describes the physical, biological, social,
and economic environments of the
area to be affected by the alternatives
retained for further consideration.

Contents:
3.1 What are the predominant
features of the region?
3.2 What are the natural features of
the study area?
3.3 What is the air quality, and what
are noise levels like in the study
area?
3.4 What roads and other
transportation components are in
the study area?
3.5 What social and economic
conditions exist in the study area?
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former Mason Station power plant and
the state-owned railroad. Cod Cove is
south of Route 1, extending east from
Davis Island. Another notable water feature is Polly Clark Cove, which is north of
Route 1 and bounded by the railroad and
the Wiscasset shoreline. One major water
feature, a stream unnamed by the USGS
but locally known as Polly Clark Stream,
flows between Route 218 and Clark Point
and discharges into Polly Clark Cove.
Twelve other unnamed streams and their
tributaries cross the study area, of which
eight are in Wiscasset and four are in
Edgecomb (Maine Office of GIS; May 5,
2005, supplemented by MaineDOT 2006
field data).
3.2.1.2 Soils and Farmland
The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA) has mapped and
classified soils for Lincoln County into
major soil associations. The resulting soil
survey was used to determine the types of
soils in the study area (USDA, 1987).
The westernmost part of Wiscasset
consists of the rock-outcrop-Lyman-Tunbridge soil association, which consists of
gently sloping to very steep exposures
of bedrock and shallow and moderately
deep, gently sloping to steep, somewhat
excessively drained and well-drained soils
that formed in glacial till. The remainder
of the study area consists of the BuxtonScantic-Lyman soil association, which
consists of deep, nearly level to moder-

ately steep, and moderately well-drained
to poorly drained soils that formed in marine and lacustrine sediments and shallow, gently sloping to steep, somewhat
excessively drained soils that formed in
glacial till.
Certain soil types can be classified as
prime or potential prime farmland soils
and hydric soils, which are characteristic
of wetlands areas (exhibits 3.2 and 3.3).
Prime farmland soil has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing forage and crops.
Potential prime farmland refers to soils
that must be drained, irrigated, or both to
be classified as prime farmland. The U.S.
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) (7
USC §§ 4201-09) was enacted to prevent
the unnecessary or irreversible conversion of these soil types to nonagricultural
uses, even if the soils are not necessarily
in agricultural use. Approximately 6 percent of the study area (i.e., 211 acres) consists of prime and potential prime farmland soils (exhibit 3.2).
Unique farmland is defined by the FPPA
as land that is particularly suited to growing specific crops or other agricultural
products. An example is a cranberry bog,
which is uniquely suited to growing cranberries but may not be suitable for general agricultural uses. No unique farmland
was identified in the study area.
Farmland of statewide importance is
defined as “…land, in addition to prime
and unique farmlands, that is of statewide importance for the production of
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food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crop.
Additional farmlands of statewide importance include those that are nearly prime
farmland and that economically produce
high yields of crops when treated and
managed according to acceptable farming methods. Some may produce as high
a yield as prime farmlands if conditions
are favorable” (Council on Environmental
Quality [CEQ]; August 11, 1980).
Approximately 38 percent of the study
area (i.e., 1,337 acres) consists of farmland
of statewide importance. However, many
of the soils originally identified as prime
farmland and farmland of statewide importance in the study area are currently
developed (i.e., 665 acres or 19 percent of
the study area). Soils developed or committed to development or water supply are
not afforded protection under the FPPA.
For example, all of Wiscasset Village is developed on soils that are both prime and
of statewide importance. Substantial portions of the soils under Route 1 are similarly identified as both prime and of statewide importance.
Active farmland and pastureland are located throughout the study area. Most of
the actively farmed land is located on soils
of statewide importance. Approximately 4
percent of the study area (i.e., 147 acres) is
used for agriculture. Farms, consisting of
pastureland and open fields, are located
near West Alna Road, Route 218, Cochran
Road, south of Route 1, and north of Pottle
Cove. Morris Farm, a nonprofit dairy farm

Exhibit 3.2 – Specially Classified Soils Identified in the
Study Area
Map Symbol

Lincoln County

Prime Farmland Soils
AgB

Allagash fine sandy loam (3 to 8% slopes)

MrB

Marlow fine sandy loam (3 to 8% slopes)

PaB

Peru fine sandy loam (3 to 8% slopes)

TrB

Tunbridge-Lyman fine sandy loams (3 to 8% slopes)

Potential Prime Farmland Soils of Statewide Importance
BoB

Boothbay silt loam (3 to 8% slopes)

BoC

Boothbay silt loam (8 to 15% slopes)

BuB

Buxton silt loam (3 to 8% slopes)

BuC

Buxton silt loam (8 to 15% slopes)

MrC

Marlow fine sandy loam (8 to 15% slopes)

StB

Sheepscot fine sandy loam (0 to 8% slopes)

TrC

Tunbridge-Lyman fine sandy loams (8 to 15% slopes)

Hydric Soils
Bg

Biddeford mucky peat

Bp

Borosaprists, ponded

Sc

Scantic silt loam

Su

Sulfihemists and sulfaquents, frequently flooded

Other Soils
BoD2

Boothbay silt loam, eroded (15 to 25% slopes)

BuD2

Buxton silt loam (15 to 25% slopes)

LrB

Lyman-rock outcrop turnbridge complex (3 to 8%)

LrC

Lyman-rock outcrop turnbridge complex (8 to 15%)

LrE

Lyman-rock outcrop turnbridge complex (25 to 45%)

MsC

Marlow very stony fine sandy loam (8 to 15%)

MsD

Marlow very stony fine sandy loam (15 to 25%)

PbB

Peru very stony fine sandy loam (3 to 8%)

PbC

Peru very stony fine sandy loam (8 to 15%)

TrD

Tunbridge-Lyman fine sandy loams (15 to 25% slopes)

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.3 – Soils

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2005
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open to the public, is located adjacent to
Gardiner Road.

3.2.2 What aquatic resources are
in the study area?
Aquatic resources consist of surface
water and groundwater used as a source
of drinking water, surface water used as
habitat, and transitional lands affected by
surface water and groundwater such as
wetlands and floodplains.
Water resources in the study area consist of groundwater and surface waters
such as tidal estuaries, rivers, streams,
and ponds. Some of these water resources serve as a source of primary drinkingwater supply for area residents. Water
resources may be affected directly or indirectly by construction. Federal and state
environmental laws and regulations provide protection of water resources because they are important in supporting
aquatic habitat and provide critical functions such as flood control and water supply. There are no at-risk watersheds in the
study area as defined by MDEP Rules (0609 CMR 502).
Aquatic resources provide a range of
uses such as habitat for fauna, flooding
protection, and quality-of-life amenities
including potable water supplies and scenic qualities (exhibit 3.4).
3.2.2.1 Surface Water Resources
The Sheepscot River watershed, part
of Maine’s Central Coastal Basin, bisects
the study area. Included in the Sheepscot

River estuary is Wiscasset Harbor—the
second deepest harbor in Maine—located
14 miles inland from the Gulf of Maine.
South of the Route 1 Davey Bridge,
Wiscasset Harbor has a depth of up to
65 feet, as indicated by the NOAA nautical chart. North of the Davey Bridge,
the Sheepscot River reaches a maximum
depth of 42 feet. The mean tidal fluctuation in the Sheepscot River in Wiscasset is
approximately 9.4 feet, and the spring tide
range is 10.8 feet.
Salinities recorded biweekly in the
Sheepscot River by the MDMR during
sampling periods from 1990 to 2001 generally ranged from 15 to 31 parts per thousand (ppt). A few readings at several locations in Cushman, Pottle, Hilton, Cod,
and Polly Clark Coves and at the northernmost portion of the Sheepscot River
in the study area ranged from 2 to 11 ppt
(MDMR, 2001).
Seven acres of ponded water exist in
the study area. These ponds are artificially
impounded and are not considered “great
ponds” (i.e., naturally occurring ponds
more than 10 acres in size and artificial
ponds more than 30 acres in size) under
state law (38 MRSA § 436-A).
There are 13 streams in the study area,
comprising approximately 45,715 feet
(8.7 miles) of channel that eventually flow
into the Sheepscot River. Nine of these
streams are in Wiscasset and four are in
Edgecomb. Of these, 37,788 feet are in
Wiscasset and 7,927 feet are in Edgecomb.
Eleven of the 13 streams flow directly into
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the Sheepscot River, and two in Edgecomb
are tributaries to the Marsh River, which
flows into the Sheepscot River upstream
of the study area.
All freshwater waters in the study area
are classified as Class B as described in 38
MRSA 470 (17). The freshwaters in the
study area have not been individually surveyed and are classed as Class B by default.
Class B waters must be of such quality that
they are suitable for the designated uses
of drinking water supply after treatment,
fishing, agriculture, recreation in and on
the water, industrial process and cooling
water supply, hydroelectric power generation, except as prohibited under Title
12, section 403, navigation, and as habitat
for fish and other aquatic life. The habitat
must be characterized as unimpaired.
The Sheepscot River and all tidal waters in the study areas are rated as SB (38
MRSA 469). Class SB waters must be of
such quality that they are suitable for the
designated uses of recreation in and on
the water, fishing, aquaculture, propagation and harvesting of shellfish, industrial process and cooling water supply, hydroelectric power generation, navigation
and as habitat for fish and other estuarine and marine life. The habitat must be
characterized as unimpaired. Discharges
to Class SB waters shall not cause adverse
impact to estuarine and marine life in
that the receiving waters shall be of sufficient quality to support all estuarine and
marine species indigenous to the receiving water without detrimental changes in

the resident biological community. There
shall be no new discharge to Class SB waters which would cause closure of open
shellfish areas by the MDMR.
3.2.2.2 Groundwater Resources
The Maine Geological Survey (MGS)
has not identified any significant sand
and gravel aquifers (i.e., capable of providing 10 gallons per minute [gpm] or
more) within the surficial deposits in the
study area (Neal et al., 1999). There are no
USEPA-designated sole-source aquifers
in the study area.
All Maine groundwater is classified
Class GW-A. This is the highest classification and shall be of such quality that
it can be used for public water supplies.
These waters shall be free of radioactive
matter or any matter that imparts color,
turbidity, taste or odor which would impair usage of these waters, other than that
occurring from natural phenomena.
Fractures and joints in the underlying bedrock provide groundwater storage in bedrock aquifers that are available
for water supply. The presence of bedrock
aquifers in the study area is evidenced by
the number of reported private bedrock
wells (i.e., 144 wells) identified by the
MGS (MGS, February 26, 2001) (exhibit
3.4). Most of the wells in the area are bedrock wells, which are found throughout
the developed portions of the study area.
Bedrock aquifer characteristics are reflected by the data available on these wells.
Depths to bedrock at drilled wells were

generally less than 30 feet, with a minimum of 1 foot. Exceptions are one well
along Gardiner Road north of Wiscasset
Village and another well on Cushman
Point in Wiscasset, where the reported
bedrock depths were recorded as between
35 and 85 feet. Yields from bedrock wells
in the study area were generally reported
between 1 and 30 gpm.
Most bedrock wells were more than 100
feet deep, with a maximum depth of 443
feet. A well with a depth of 12 feet was
reported at the northernmost edge of the
study area, east of Gardiner Road (MGS,
February 21, 2001; and Neil et al., 1999).
3.2.2.3 Water Supplies
The Bath Water District operates a
drinking-water pump station and transmission system, which supplies water to
Wiscasset. The Bath Water District uses
Nequasset Lake in Woolwich as its water supply source (Bath Water District,
2001).
The Wiscasset Water District purchases water from the Bath Water District and
supplies roughly one third of the town
of Wiscasset, centered in the Wiscasset
Village area, and part of Woolwich
through its distribution system. The
Wiscasset Water District draws an average of approximately 150,000 gallons per
day from the Bath Water District. The remaining areas in the study area rely on
private wells for their water supply. The
town of Edgecomb is undertaking a feasibility study of extending the water supply

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.4 – Surface Water, Groundwater, and Floodplains

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; Maine Drinking Water Program, 2004; Maine Geological Survey, 2005
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from Wiscasset (Varney, Wiscasset Water
District, 2001).
Smaller public water-supply well systems exist for commercial and residential
establishments such as restaurants, inns,
gasoline stations, and mobile home parks.
The state defines a public water system as
“…any publicly or privately owned system
of pipes, structures, and facilities through
which water is obtained for or sold, furnished, or distributed to the public for human consumption.” A public water system
must have at least 15 service connections
and regularly serve a minimum average of
25 people daily for a minimum of 60 days
of the year or through the sales of bottled water (Maine Department of Human
Services, Division of Health Engineering,
2001).
In addition, private wells in areas not
currently served by the municipal or other public water systems were identified by
the MGS. The database consists of private
wells that have been installed since 1988,
when mandatory reporting of new well
installations began in accordance with
the provisions of the Maine Water Well
Information Law (12 MRSA § 550-B). This
database consists of those wells identified
through both voluntary reporting prior to
this time and well surveys conducted in
the 1970s.
3.2.2.4 Floodplains
Federal protection of floodplains is
afforded by Executive Order 11988,
“Floodplain Management,” and by imple-

mentation of federal regulations under 44
CFR 9.00. These regulations direct federal agencies to undertake actions to avoid
impacts on floodplain areas by structures
built in flood-prone areas. In accordance
with these federal directives, the FHWA
has also enacted federal-aid policy guidance and regulations under 23 CFR 650.
The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) has primary responsibility for identifying flood-prone areas.
FEMA conducted flood studies for the
towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb to locate the extent of the flooding from a 100year storm (exhibit 3.4).
There are 169 acres of floodplains in the
study area. The primary flood areas within Zone A (i.e., areas with a 1 percent annual chance of flooding and a 26 percent
chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year
mortgage) are adjacent to the Sheepscot
River and along a tributary known locally
as Polly Clark Stream. Base flood elevations along the Sheepscot River have not
been determined. The lower reaches of
Polly Clark Stream have a flood elevation
of 11 feet; the upper reaches do not have a
determined elevation.
In the state of Maine, wetlands in the
100-year floodplain are included in definitions of and protections provided for
wetlands of special significance under
the NRPA and wetlands rules found in 38
MRSA §480 et seq.
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3.2.2.5 Aquatic Habitats and Fisheries
Information on aquatic habitats comes
from existing mapped sources and coordination with state and federal agencies.
The major aquatic feature in the study
area is the Sheepscot River and the unnamed tributaries that flow into it.

3.2.2.5.1 Freshwater Waterways
Polly Clark Stream and twelve unnamed tributaries ultimately flow into the
Sheepscot River in the study area (exhibit
3.5). These streams contain mostly warmwater forage fish. Typical species include
dace, minnow, chub, shiner, white suckers, banded killifish, stickleback, fallfish,

slimy sculpin, American eel, and brown
trout. The streams that have a groundwater influence or flow mostly in shaded areas are most likely to contain brook trout.
None of the freshwater streams have been
surveyed for Atlantic salmon, but they
are not expected to occur in the small
streams.

Exhibit 3.5 – Stream Locations and Descriptions
Stream
Locations

Location and Description

1

Unnamed perennial stream that flows into Pottle Cove. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately 2,300 feet long.

2

Unnamed perennial stream between Old Bath Road and Bradford Road. This stream was surveyed above Route 1. The first 500 feet is on a steep
grade, 4 to 8 percent slope, with a cobble and boulder substrate and has an equal amount of pools and riffles. This stream is 4 feet wide. At the
top of the slope, the stream flattens and the grade is less than 4 percent. This stream is approximately 3,300 feet long in the study area.

3

Unnamed intermittent stream that flows into Pottle Cove east of Route 1. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately
1,400 feet long.

4

Unnamed 3-foot-wide intermittent stream that flows from Wiscasset Village into Polly Clark Cove. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This
stream is approximately 2,800 feet long.

5

Polly Clark Stream is a perennial stream that flows from the area near Willow Lane to Polly Clark Cove. Polly Clark Stream is channeled in a field
with a scoured marine clay and silt bottom. The stream is 2 feet wide and has a low gradient. The MDIFW has not surveyed the stream in this area.
Polly Clark Stream crosses Gardiner Road near Wiscasset High School. Upstream of Gardiner Road, the stream passes through a field and is 3 feet
wide. Downstream, Polly Clark Stream is shaded and has a 50-foot-wide floodplain with steep banks. The substrate was predominantely marine
clays. The MDIFW surveyed this reach and found warm-water fish species. This stream is approximately 14,000 feet long.

6
6a

Unnamed tributary to Polly Clark Stream that intersects with Polly Clark stream near Gardiner Road. This stream flows through open pasture. The
substrate was predominantely marine clays. The MDIFW has not surveyed this section. This stream is approximately 2,400 feet long.
Unnamed tributary to Polly Clark Stream. The MDIFW has not surveyed this stream. This stream is approximately 5,200 feet long.

7

Unnamed intermittent stream that begins in a wetland area at Route 218 south of Deer Ridge. This wetland has a well house in it. The stream is 4
feet wide and 6 inches deep and has few pools or riffle complexes. Invertebrates were present. The MDIFW has not surveyed this segment. This
stream is approximately 850 feet long.

8

Unnamed perennial stream that begins along West Alna Road and continues to the Sheepscot River. Upstream of Route 218, this stream is 2 feet
wide and 2 feet deep. It has a silted channel. The stream runs through an emergent wetland meadow that is not shaded. This is a relatively flat
stream. Downstream of Route 218, the stream widens to 4 feet and 6 inches deep. This segment is shaded and has woody debris that creates
pools. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately 3,200 feet long.

9

Unnamed perennial stream near Englebrekt Road. This stream averages a 5 percent grade and has pools and riffles along its reach. The culvert at
Englebrekt Road is perched and may block migration passage. This stream is 4 feet wide and has a bouldery gravel substrate in the riffles and silts
in the pools. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately 3,300 feet long.

10

Unnamed perennial stream east of Cross Street in Edgecomb. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately 2,900 feet long
in the study area.

11

Unnamed perennial stream east of Cross Street and stream #10 in Edgecomb. The MDIFW has no data on this stream. This stream is approximately
1,100 feet long.

12

Unnamed intermittent stream along Route 27, south of Route 1 that flows from a small impoundment. The MDIFW has no data on this stream.
This stream is approximately 1,500 feet long in the study area.
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3.2.2.5.2 Tidal Waterways
The Sheepscot River is a tidal estuary.
According to the MDMR, Atlantic salmon, striped bass, shad, alewife, blueback
herring, smelt, and shortnose sturgeon
are some species that use the Sheepscot
River in the study area as a migratory
pathway and feeding area. Pottle Cove
and the area in the vicinity of the railroad
bridge serve as summer feeding areas for
striped bass (Jacobs Civil, 2001). Atlantic
salmon and Shortnose sturgeon are listed
as Threatened on the Federal Endangered
Species list and are discussed in 3.2.4.1.
Coastal habitats in the study area include tidal and subtidal resources such
as tidal and subtidal mudflats and rocky
shores. Two acres of submerged aquatic
beds containing eelgrass were mapped by
the MDMR in 2000 (Maine Office of GIS,
2000) (exhibit 3.6). Eelgrass is a rooted
aquatic vascular plant that grows primarily in the subtidal zone to a depth of an approximate 36 feet. In Maine, eelgrass beds
are included in the USACE list of special
aquatic sites, subject to protection under
Section 404 of the U.S. CWA.
Pottle Cove is open to the harvesting
of shellfish, largely softshell clams (Swan,
2001). An approximate 140 acres of shellfish-harvesting area has been identified on
the north and west sides of Davis Island
and at the south end of Pottle Cove. The
area north of the railroad bridge near the
Wiscasset Sewer Treatment Plant on the
Sheepscot River is conditionally approved
for the harvesting of shellfish (depending

on the proper functioning of the treatment plant) and is harvested for softshell
clams. American oysters may be present in the Sheepscot River in Wiscasset.
Aquaculture lease areas are present in the
study area.
Marine worms (or polychaetes),
bloodworms, and sand worms are harvested in the study area for use as bait
by anglers (Maine Office of GIS, 2005).
Approximately 160 acres of worm habitat
has been mapped by the MDMR in Polly
Clark and Cod Coves.
The Maine Natural Areas Program
(MNAP), on behalf of the MCP, conducted research on marine benthic vegetation
found in near-shore areas, focusing primarily on eelgrass, rockweeds, and kelp.
This study included development of management guidelines for eelgrass, rockweeds, and kelp habitat (Wippelhauser,
1996). These management guidelines
recommended that coastal development
projects avoid eelgrass, rockweed, and
kelp habitat whenever possible and that
activities with a high potential for impact
should be located away from these areas.
This type of coastal habitat is abundant in
the study area on both natural and manmade features.
3.2.2.4 Wetlands and Deep-Water
Habitats
Freshwater and coastal wetlands were
identified using a combination of National
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping
(USFWS, 2000), hydric soils as deter-

mined by the NRCS (USDA, 1987), and
“ground-truthed” aerial-photography interpretation (exhibit 3.7).
Wetlands resources in the study area are
influenced by drainage patterns from the
moderate topography and the Sheepscot
River. Most of the freshwater wetlands
occur along swales and stream channels
between hills and ridges. Most of the
swales drain into streams that ultimately
drain into the Sheepscot River. Wetlands
are found in larger, flatter lands between
the high points and in the flood channels
of the streams. Some of the features are
impounded by natural or artificial features such as beaver dams or roadway culverts. Coastal wetlands are adjacent to the
Sheepscot River.
Approximately 274 acres of freshwater and 1,006 acres of coastal and subtidal
wetlands were identified in the study area.
Wetlands are discussed in terms of a classification scheme developed by Cowardin
(Cowardin et al., 1979), which is used to
classify wetlands based on hydrological
sources and regimes into estuarine, riverine, lacustrine, and palustrine types (exhibit 3.8).
The estuarine system consists of deepwater tidal habitats and adjacent tidal
wetlands that are usually semi-enclosed
by land but have open, partly obstructed,
or sporadic access to the open ocean. In
the study area, estuarine habitats consist
of approximately 83 acres of emergent estuarine vegetation or salt marsh (E2EM)
and 2 acres of submerged aquatic beds of

				

Wetlands Protections and Definitions
Federal

State

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of
Wetlands,” requires federal agencies to
avoid, to the extent practicable, longand short-term impacts associated with
the destruction or modification of wetlands. More specifically, it directs federal agencies to avoid new construction
in wetlands unless there is no practical
alternative. It further states that where
wetlands cannot be avoided, the proposed action must include all practical
measures to minimize harm to the wetlands.
Section 404 of the U.S. CWA provides
protections for Waters of the United
States and wetlands, including special
aquatic sites. The definition of special
aquatic sites consists of mudflats, which
are vegetated shallows harboring areas of permanently inundated, rooted
aquatic vegetation such as eelgrass.
Work in or affecting navigable waters is
regulated under Section 10 of the U.S.
Rivers and Harbors Act.

The MDEP regulates activities in wetlands under the NRPA (38 MSRA §§
480-A through 480-BB). This act provides protection for resources that are
defined to include coastal dune systems; coastal wetlands; significant wildlife habitat; freshwater wetlands; great
ponds; and rivers, streams, and brooks.
These requirements are implemented
through a state regulatory framework
that includes the Chapter 310 Wetlands
Protection rules as codified in Maine
regulations (06-096 CMR 310). Activities
that have a greater potential of affecting certain protected resources—including coastal wetlands under the
NRPA and other “freshwater wetlands of
special significance,” as defined under
Chapter 310 of the wetlands rules—are
generally subject to more extensive and
restrictive permitting requirements. For
these activities, the hierarchical analysis
of avoidance, minimum alteration, compensation, and no unreasonable impact
would apply.
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3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.6 – Tidal Waterways Habitat

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; Maine Department of Marine Resources, 1995; Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, 2004
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3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.7 – Wetlands

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 1998; Maine Department of Marine Resources, 2003
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Exhibit 3.8 – Wetlands Types

Wetlands
Type

Wiscasset

Edgecomb

Area
(ac.)

Submerged muddy or rocky bottom

E1UB

355

334

689

Submerged aquatic vegetation

E1AB

2

0

2

357

334

691

Name
Subtidal Estuarine

Subtidal Subtotal
Estuarine Intertidal
Intertidal aquatic bed

E2AB

5

10

15

Salt marsh

E2EM

44

39

83

Rocky shore

E2RS

0

1

1

Mudflat

E2US

201

5

206

Intertidal Subtotal

250

55

315

Total Coastal Wetlands

607

389

996

Freshwater
Emergent wetlands

PEM

49

19

68

Scrub-shrub wetlands

PSS

78

44

123

Forested wetlands

PFO

58

19

76

Ponded water

PUB

6

1

7

191

83

274

Freshwater Wetlands

eelgrass (E1AB). The beds of eelgrass are
found in three areas, which occur subtidally in the main stem of the Sheepscot
River immediately north of the Davey
Bridge. There is approximately 921 acres
of unvegetated areas that are associated
with the Sheepscot River, including subtidal bottom (E1UB), intertidal aquatic
bed (E2AB), mudflats (E2US), and rocky
shore (E2RS).
Vegetated communities are confined to
areas immediately adjacent to the hightide line. These areas function as fish and
wildlife habitat and as a nutrient source
for the estuarine ecosystem. Unvegetated
areas consist of the Sheepscot River and
tidal tributaries, which function as habitat
for benthic invertebrates. According to the

MDMR, a review of 2005 aerial photography does not indicate the presence of eelgrass in the locations previously mapped
as having the beds, although it is probable
that small patches could occur anywhere
(MDMR, Barker, 2006). Eelgrass beds die
back and regrow; although it was not reported by the MDMR in the last consultation, suitable habitat for eelgrass likely
exists.
The riverine system consists of freshwater wetlands and deep-water habitats contained within a channel. Streams are considered riverine; riverine systems are fed
by surface-water runoff and some groundwater discharge. Polly Clark Stream and
twelve other unnamed streams are in
the study area. There are 45,715 feet (8.7
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miles) of streams that are drainage features and function as both floodwater
conveyance and aquatic habitat.
Wetlands of the lacustrine system were
not found in the study area.
The palustrine system consists of nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs,
persistent emergent vegetation, and/or
emergent mosses or lichens. Palustrine
wetlands are the most common classification of vegetated wetlands found in
Maine.
There are approximately 274 acres of
palustrine wetlands in the study area: 77
acres are forested (PFO), 122 acres are
scrub-shrub wetlands (PSS), 68 acres are
dominated by grasses and forbs (PEM),
and 7 acres are ponded (PUB). Ponded
wetlands include manmade ponds occurring near Old Bath Road and Route 1, in
the fields west of Gardiner Road, and on
Davis Island in Edgecomb.
Palustrine wetlands are the most common vegetated wetlands found in the
study area. These wetlands provide many
functions, including groundwater interchange, floodwater storage, flow desynchronization, shoreland stabilization,
sediment trapping, and nutrient and toxicant removal. Palustrine wetlands provide
habitat and food for area fauna.
3.2.2.5 Wild and Scenic Rivers
There are no federally designated or
candidate wild and scenic river segments
in the study area.

3.2.2.6 Coastal Zone Management
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
is a major federal action, located in a
coastal zone and, as such, requires a federal consistency review under the CZMA.
Under the CZMA, the SPO is delegated
the authority to perform the federal consistency review using the enforceable
policies of the approved Maine Coastal
Program (MCP). Maine’s coastal zone
encompasses all political jurisdictions in
Maine that have land along the coast or
a tidal waterway, such as a river or bay.
The towns in the study area are included in Maine’s coastal zone. The enforceable policies of the MCP are the 20 Maine
statutes listed in appendix A of the Maine
Guide to Federal Consistency Review,
Maine 2006, including the NRPA, Erosion
and Sedimentation and Control, Storm
Water Management, Maine Rivers Act,
and Coastal Management Policies Act.
The natural resources identified in section 3.2 are considered in the federal consistency review, as are the potential natural-resource impacts analyzed in section
4.2.
MaineDOT coordination with the
SPO is ongoing for the Wiscasset Route 1
Corridor Study DEIS. A probable consistency determination by the FHWA for this
project would be included in the FEIS. A
full federal consistency review would be
provided with the review and issuance of
the NRPA permit.

3.2.3 What wildlife exists in the
study area, and where does it
dwell?
3.2.3.1 Terrestrial and Avian Wildlife
Species
Wildlife commonly found in the study
area includes coyotes, deer, woodchucks,
foxes, porcupines, raccoons, and skunks.
Avian species include osprey, cormorants,
herons, and various other migrating and
resident birds.
The Maine Gap Analysis Program
(GAP) has undertaken a geographic approach to planning for biological diversity (GAP, 2001). The GAP is a cooperative
federal, state, and university-based research effort that has produced a predictive model of species occurrences for different geographic regions of Maine. The
models generated by the Maine GAP predict the species of mammals, amphibians,
reptiles, and birds that are present or that
may occur during the breeding season in
a given area of Maine (exhibit 3.9). The
GAP analysis information now resides
in the National Biological Information
Infrastructure supported by the USGS.
This species listing is based on probabilities of species occurrences in the study
area. It does not represent a list of actual
sightings but rather predictions of species
that may be present at some time during
the year. Moreover, a number of the species listed were predicted to occur only
during the breeding season.
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Exhibit 3.9 – Species Likely to Be Found in the Study Area
Southern red-backed vole

Silver-haired bat

Wood turtle

Green-winged tealB

Mourning doveY

Eastern wood-peweeB

White-tailed deer

Meadow jumping mouse

Hoary bat

Painted turtle

Blue-winged tealB

Black-billed cuckooB

Willow flycatcherB

Snowshoe hare

Woodland jumping mouse

Redbelly snake

Turkey vultureY

Yellow-billed cuckooB

Great crested flycatcherB

Eastern chipmunk

Common porcupine

Eastern newt

Ring-necked snake

Northern goshawkY

Great-horned owlY

Purple martinB

Red squirrel

Long-tailed weasel

Northern dusky salamander

Smooth green snake

Red-tailed hawkY

Whip-poor-willB

Bank swallowB

Woodchuck

River otter

Blue-spotted salamander

Eastern ribbon snake

OspreyB

Barred owlY

BobolinkB

Southern flying squirrel

Fisher

Four-toed salamander

Milk snake

Sharp-shinned hawkY

Northern saw-whet owlY

Least flycatcherB

Northern flying squirrel

Mink

Spotted salamander

Brown snake

Red-shouldered hawkB

Long-eared owlY

Eastern kingbirdB

Eastern gray squirrel

Ermine

Two-lined salamander

Common garter snake

Bald eagleY

Common nighthawkB

Tree swallowB

American beaver

Striped skunk

Eastern redback salamander

Cooper’s hawkB

Ruby-throated
hummingbirdB

Common ravenY

Coyote

Star-nosed mole

American toad

Pied-billed grebeB

Broad-winged hawkB

Belted kingfisherB

Blue jayY

Red fox

Hairy-tailed mole

Bullfrog

Snowy egretB

Ruffed grouseY

Yellow-bellied sapsuckerB

American crowY

Common gray fox

Masked shrew

Northern leopard frog

Green-backed heronB

Wild turkeyY

Pileated woodpeckerY

Black-capped chickadeeY

Common raccoon

Water shrew

Gray tree frog

Least bitternB

Virginia railB

Downy woodpeckerY

Red-breasted nuthatchY

Meadow vole

Pygmy shrew

Green frog

Black-crowned night heronB

Common moorhenB

Hairy woodpeckerY

White-breasted nuthatchY

Muskrat

Smoky shrew

Spring peeper

Great blue heronB

SoraB

Northern flickerB

Tufted titmouseY

Norway rat

Northern short-tailed shrew

Pickerel frog

Canada gooseY

American cootB

Olive-sided flycatcherB

Brown creeperB

White-footed mouse

Little brown bat

Wood frog

MallardY

Yellow railB

Eastern phoebeB

House wrenB

Southern bog lemming

Big brown bat

Hooded merganserB

Great black-backed gullY

Narrow rough-winged
swallowB

Winter wrenB

House mouse

Eastern red bat

Wood duckB

Common ternB

Barn swallowB

Marsh wrenB

Mammals

Amphibians

Reptiles
Common snapping turtle

				

Birds
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Exhibit 3.9 – Species Likely to Be Found in the Study Area (continued)
Birds (continued)

3.2.3.2 Regulated Wildlife Habitats and
Significant Habitats Protected under
the NRPA
The Maine NRPA, administered by the
MDEP, provides protection for certain
natural resources, including significant
wildlife habitats (38 MRSA 480B). Under
the NRPA, the habitats defined as “significant” and subject to protection include
the following:

Nashville warblerB

Pine siskinY

American robinY

Black-throated blue warblerB

MeadowlarkB

VeeryB

Blackburnian warblerB

Savannah sparrowB

Hermit thrushB

Black-and-white warblerB

Gray catbirdB

Northern waterthrushB

Wood thrushB

Common yellowthroatB

Cedar waxwingY

Scarlet tanagerB

European starlingY

Rose-breasted grosbeakB

Blue-headed vireoB

Eastern towheeB

Red-eyed vireoB

Chipping sparrowB

Warbling vireoB

Dark-eyed juncoB

Northern parulaB

White-throated sparrowB

Magnolia warblerB

Song sparrowB

Yellow-rumped warblerB

Common grackleB

Pine warblerB

Brown-headed cowbirdB

•

American redstartB

Baltimore orioleB

Northern cardinalY

Red crossbillY

•
•

Black-throated green
warblerB

Purple finchY

OvenbirdB

White-winged crossbillY

Canada warblerB

Evening grosbeakY

Sources: Maine Gap Analysis Program
DeGraaf & Rudis, 1986
Notes:
B
= Breeding
Y
= Year-round
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•

•
•

habitat for federal- or state-listed endangered or threatened animal species
high- and moderate-value deer-wintering areas and travel corridors
critical spawning and nursery areas for
Atlantic sea-run salmon, as defined by
the MASC

The following are further defined in
Chapter 335 rules in 06 CMR 96-335:
•

high- and moderate-value waterfowl
and wading-bird habitats, including
nesting and feeding areas
shorebird nesting, feeding, and staging areas
seabird nesting islands
significant vernal pools

Under the NPRA, MDIFW has responsibility for defining the high- and moderate-value deer-wintering areas; waterfowl
and wading-bird habitats; shorebird nesting, feeding, and staging areas; and seabird nesting islands.

The MDIFW was consulted regarding the presence of significant habitat areas in the study area. Deer-wintering areas, waterfowl and wading-bird habitats,
and shorebird-use areas are present in the
study area (exhibit 3.10). The MDIFW is
responsible for identifying and mapping
these significant habitat areas.
3.2.3.2.1 High- and Moderate-Value
Deer-Wintering Areas
An area is considered high or moderate
value deer wintering area when:
•

snow depth exceeds 12 inches in the
open and in hardwoods
• deer sinking depth exceeds 8 inches in
the open and in hardwoods
• average daily temperature is below 32
degrees Fahrenheit, provided that:
xx deer use is documented during a
minimum of two years in the most
recent 10-year period at the time
of designation, with one being a
ground survey
xx the area excludes nonforested wetlands, agriculture, development,
clearcuts, hardwood-forest types,
and forest stands dominated by
Eastern larch
xx the area—through a combination
of intensity of deer use, quality of
softwood shelter, and area size—is
rated high or moderate
The MDIFW has not rated all areas in
Wiscasset or Edgecomb, but it has iden-

tified a number of indeterminate-value
deer-wintering areas in the study area.
“Indeterminate value” means the value of
a deeryard has not been determined because winters have not been conducive
to yarding by deer. Three mapped indeterminate deer-wintering areas cross into
the study area, totaling approximately
711 acres (exhibit 3.10). Only 95 acres of
the total deer-wintering habitat is in the
study area, but further assessment by the
MDIFW (Kemper, 2005) indicates that an
area on Clark Point previously identified
as a deer-wintering area does not meet
the definition of “a deer-wintering area of
moderate or high value” and is therefore
not significant wildlife habitat.
3.2.3.2.2 High- and Moderate-Value
Tidal Waterfowl and Wading-Bird
Habitats
The high- and moderate-value tidal waterfowl and wading-bird significant habitat areas are used by waterfowl, members
of the family Anatidae including brant,
wild ducks, geese, swans, and wading
birds such as herons, glossy ibis, bitterns,
rails, coots, and common moorhens.
These habitats are divided into geographical classifications including inland waterfowl and wading-bird habitat (IWWH)
and tidal waterfowl and wading-bird habitat (TWWH). No inland waterfowl and
wading-bird habitats are mapped by the
MDIFW in the study area.
Approximately 378 acres of tidal waterfowl and wading-bird habitat are mapped
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Exhibit 3.10 – Significant Habitat

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; Maine Department of Marine Resources, 1995; Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, 2004; 		
Maine Natural Areas Program — Beginning with Habitat, 2007
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on both shores of the Sheepscot River
(Maine Office of GIS, 2005). Tidal wadingbird habitat consists of aquatic beds, eelgrass, eider habitat, emergent wetlands,
mudflats, and mussel bars. It does not include reef (i.e., mollusk) or seaweed-community habitat (exhibit 3.11).
3.2.3.2.3 Vernal Pools
Vernal pools are temporary pools that
serve as reproductive habitat for amphibians such as spotted salamanders and
wood frogs. Those species breed only in
these pools because the temporary nature of the pools supports invertebrate
food source and discourages colonization
by predatory fish. Although the MDEP
has criteria for significant vernal pools,
all vernal pools have some importance.
Two vernal pools (known as vernal pool 1
and vernal pool 4) met those criteria in 06
CMR 96-335. Federal permitting guidelines do not rank vernal pools by significance but instead look at habitat value of
the pools.

Vernal-pool habitat was remotely assessed using a combination of high-resolution color aerial photography and a spatial GIS model. The photography covering
the study area has a resolution of 1:1200
and was flown in the spring of 2003 but is
not ortho-rectified. The photography was
analyzed twice by the same observer, and
potential vernal-pool locations were digitized. This method determined that there
was potential for vernal pools throughout
the study area (exhibit 3.12).
A field survey for vernal-pool locations in the build alternatives was conducted during the spring identification
period in 2006 and 2007 and vernal pools
were mapped. The build alternatives were
walked and eight amphibian breeding
vernal pools were identified. Four of the
vernal pools were found along N2. These
four pools varied in their size, shape, and
depth (exhibit 3.13).

Exhibit 3.11 – Tidal Wading-Bird Habitat Features
Tidal Wading-Bird
Habitat Component
(ac.)

Wiscasset (ac.)

Edgecomb (ac.)

Total (ac.)

Aquatic Bed

7

11

18

Eider Habitat

0

0

0

Eelgrass

0

2

2

Mussel Bars

0

0

0

Emergent Wetlands

43

38

81

Mudflats

199

4

203

Totals

249

55

304
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3.2.3.2.4 Other Significant Habitats
As defined by state law 38 MRSA 480-B
(10)(a), no critical spawning and nursery
areas for Atlantic salmon (as defined by
the MASC); shorebird nesting, feeding,
and staging areas; or seabird nesting islands are found in the study area.
3.2.3.3 Habitats of State Wildlife
Management Concern
The State has identified key components
of wildlife habitat in a program called
Beginning with Habitat. The Beginning
with Habitat program is a habitat-based
landscape approach to assessing wildlife
and plant conservation needs and opportunities. It is a planning tool developed by
state agencies and nongovernmental natural-resource advocacy agencies to incorporate wildlife and wildlife habitat needs
into state, municipal and private development planning efforts. The goal of the
program is to maintain sufficient habitat
to support all native plant and animal species that have much of their life history in
Maine. Beginning with Habitat program
provides Maine municipalities with maps
and information depicting and describing
those habitats of statewide and national
significance that are found in their town.
These maps provide information to help
guide conservation of habitats. This information is the basis of habitat coordination and planning used by MaineDOT.
This information promotes conservation
by stewardship and is not regulatory.

The habitats and resources mapped by
the Beginning with Habitat program include the resources described in the next
sections. These include Undeveloped
Habitat Blocks, Undeveloped Forested
Blocks, Grasslands, Beginning with
Habitat Focus Areas, and Maine Natural
Areas natural community mapping.
3.2.3.3.1 Undeveloped Habitat Blocks,
Forested Habitats, and Grasslands
Mapped habitat areas are habitats that
have been mapped as part of a project
called Beginning with Habitat. Beginning
with Habitat is a planning tool developed
by state agencies and nongovernmental natural resource advocacy agencies to
foster wise development.
Undeveloped habitat blocks are defined
by the Beginning with Habitat program as
blocks of undeveloped areas normally not
affected by intense human development,
more than 100 acres in size, and outside a
500-foot buffer from moderate-use roads
mapped on a USGS topographical map
and other large developments. Because
studies have demonstrated that edge effects are greatest in the first 160 to 650
feet from development, this buffer absorbs
most of the effects on wildlife. Rounded
shapes provide more interior habitat with
a minimal amount of edge habitat; linear
blocks provide more edge habitat.
The habitat blocks are a mix of forest
and grassland. The undeveloped blocks
are both linear and rounded in shape. The
mapped buffer considers the edge effect

and the impact of predators. Edge habitat generally contains more species that
could adversely affect interior species.
Species that require large forested blocks
differ from those that require large grassland blocks.
In the study area, 11 mapped undeveloped habitat blocks range in size from
101 to 1,439 acres (exhibits 3.14 and
3.15). These undeveloped habitat blocks
are found between roads that traverse
the study area. The larger portions of the
undeveloped habitat blocks contained in
the study area occur in Edgecomb and
in the area bounded by Gardiner Road,
West Alna Road, and the northern limit
of the study area. More than 70 percent
of two undeveloped habitat blocks lies in
the study area. The remaining undeveloped habitat blocks are portions (1 to 34
percent) of blocks that extend beyond the
study-area limits.
There are 1,007 acres of undeveloped
habitat, which is 28 percent of the study
area. Three undeveloped habitat blocks
comprise more than 500 acres and are
predominantly forested. These are further
discussed as forested blocks. Forested
blocks of this size are considered the
highest quality habitat due to the large
amount of undisturbed habitat. One of
the larger undeveloped habitat blocks is
along the northern boundary of the study
area in Wiscasset (block E) and two are in
Edgecomb (blocks G and I) (exhibit 3.15).
Some animals, including red-shouldered
hawks and pileated woodpeckers, use

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.12 – Vernal Pools in the Study Area

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002, 2006, 2007
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Exhibit 3.13 – Descriptions of Vernal Pools Found During Field Surveys
Pool Number /
Town

Location

Egg Masses

Notes
Pool 1 is 12 to 36 inches deep and 50 by 30 feet. This pool contained bullfrog tadpoles and some dead fish—low disturbance. This is considered NRPA “significant”.

1- Wiscasset

North of Bradford Road

2 - Wiscasset

Adjacent and just north of Pool 1

3 - Wiscasset

Northwest of Pools 1 and 2

2006 - 3 spotted salamander

Pool 3 is at the intersection of two snowmobile trails: shallow, 40 feet long and 20
feet wide, 2 to 12 inches deep. In the wooded areas, there is moderate disturbance
due to trail use.

8 - Wiscasset

On Clark Point

2006 - 14 spotted salamander and 7 wood frog

Pool 8 is approximately 30 by 15 feet, 12 to 18 inches deep

Along the power line west of Cochran Road

2006 - 56 spotted salamander and 46 wood frog

Pool 4 is in scrub-shrub wetlands area adjacent to power line. The pool is approximately 60 by 40 feet and up to 4 feet deep. Except for the power line, this area has
a low level of disturbance and is considered NRPA “significant”.

2006 - 35 spotted salamander and 40 wood frog

Artificial Pool: This is an excavated pond next to mown lawn. Pool 5 is approximately 125 by 50 feet. The maximum depth is unknown. There is widespread disturbance of this pool from the proximity of development and the maintenance of
the lawn around it.

4 - Edgecomb

2006 - 168 spotted salamander; 2007 - verification
2006 - 5 spotted salamander and 7 wood frog
2007 - 17 wood frog

5 - Edgecomb

Farm pond at end of Englebrekt Road

6 - Edgecomb

Adjacent to Route 1

7 - Wiscasset

2006 - 17 spotted salamander and 20 wood frog
2007 - 17 wood frog
Route 27, South of Wiscasset Health Center

2007 - 17 wood frog

Exhibit 3.14 – Undeveloped Habitat Blocks
(More Than 100 Acres in Size)
Blocks
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J

Whole Block in
Acres

Percentage of
Acres in Study Area Block
in Study Area

110

4

4

425

16

4

123

43

35

262

86

33

292

229

78

1439

53

4

606

173

29

222

42

19

880

12

1

101

12

12
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Pool 2 is 4 to 18 inches deep and is an elongated form that is 50 by 20 feet—low
disturbance.

Pool 6 is an artificial pond adjacent to fill. It is a cattail marsh that is starting to fill
in with vegetation. Pool 6 is approximately 60 by 30 feet and is up to 4 feet deep.
This pool is highly disturbed by road winter maintenance materials and fills.
This area is an artificial impoundment created by an excavated drainage ditch.
This site is in a field, and the drainage is bordered by alders. This pool is about 100
by 20 feet and approximately 2 feet deep—high disturbance because it is excavated.

large, undeveloped habitat blocks. Other
valuable forested habitat occurs in areas
adjacent to open fields and is perching,
roosting, and cover habitat for species
such as falcons and hawks that use fields
for foraging or hunting.
The study area contains areas of open
grassland. The majority of grassland in
the study area is either farmed or located in Wiscasset between the Sheepscot
River and Route 218. Grassland habitats
are uncommon and are being lost due to
development and abandonment of farming. Farm abandonment leads to a tran-

sitional habitat that eventually converts
to forest. Grassland supports bird species such as the bobolink, meadowlark,
savannah sparrow, and two state-listed
species: the grasshopper sparrow (stateendangered) and the upland sandpiper
(state-threatened). The latter two species have not been identified in the study
area. According to the USFWS, actively
farmed land is not considered in immediate danger of loss while it is being farmed
(USFWS, 2003).
The USFWS has developed a Gulf of
Maine habitat-analysis project that maps

and ranks important fish and wildlife
habitat for a list of 91 priority trust species, which include migratory birds, anadromous and interjurisdictional fish,
endangered species, certain marine mammals, and National Wildlife Refuge and
Wilderness Areas. These data are used
with the Beginning with Habitat project
and were consulted. The analysis behind
the map ranks habitat based on habitat
models and actual sightings of these species. Grassland habitats are ranked with
top 25th percentile of habitat type in the
Gulf of Maine watershed. Some grasslands in the study area are rank in the top
25th percentile by the USFWS. The larger
grassland areas in the study area occur on
the western side of Gardiner Road near
Wiscasset High School and the Morris
Farm; the area west of Route 218 in the
section north of its intersection with West
Alna Road; and between Route 218 and
the Sheepscot River in the section south
of the intersection with West Alna Road.
Because portions of the area are farmed
or left fallow, emergent or grassland areas
are common in Wiscasset except for Clark
Point. Areas that have been cleared or are
in agricultural use consist of lawns, open
fields and meadows, pasturelands, and actively farmed croplands. The cleared fields
and agricultural lands are located predominantly along roadways. Grasslands
in Maine are generally declining because
abandoned fields are either being developed or reverting to successional forests.
Agricultural lands include orchards and

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.15 – Undeveloped Habitat Blocks

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; Maine Natural Areas Program, 2004
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tree farms. Upland shrub areas are not
common in this study area.
3.2.3.3.2 Beginning with Habitat
Focus Areas of Statewide Ecological
Significance
Beginning with Habitat Focus areas of
statewide significance are areas around
documented locations of rare plants, animals, and natural communities; high
quality common natural communities;
significant wildlife habitats; and their intersections with large blocks of undeveloped habitat. Focus Areas are designed to
bring attention to areas with concentrations of known rare and significant plant
and animal habitats.
The northeast portion of the study area is
in the Lower Sheepscot Tidal Marsh Focus
Area, a Beginning with Habitat Focus
Area of Statewide Ecological Significance.
The focus areas contain habitat conducive to rare or uncommon plant and animal communities. The Sheepscot Tidal
Marsh is predominantly salt marsh and is
home to a variety of plant and animal species. Plant species in the Sheepscot Tidal
Marsh range from common species such
as cordgrass and black grass to uncommon species such as salt marsh foxglove.
Some uncommon birds, such as the salt
marsh sharp-tailed sparrow, are known
to inhabit this focus area. The species listed above are species of concern and are
not listed on the state’s Threatened and
Endangered Species list. In June 2007, the
focus area was expanded to include adja-

cent undeveloped shoreline areas and the
adjacent uplands. Although a portion of
the focus area is in the study area, none of
the open meadows and salt marsh are in
the study area and none of the listed species are found in the study area.
3.2.3.3.3 Natural Community Types
Identified by the Maine Natural Areas
Program (MNAP)
The MNAP defines natural communities as “an assemblage of interacting plants
and animals and their common environment, recurring across the landscape, in
which the effects of recent human intervention are minimal.” No communities
mapped by the MNAP have been found
in the study area.

3.2.4 Do rare, threatened,
and endangered or otherwise
protected species exist in the
study area?
Various species in the state receive state
and federal protection to help repair previous damage to populations and attempt
to return a species population to self-sustaining levels. Other species receive state
protection if the limits of their distribution ranges are in Maine or if populations
can only exist in a specific but uncommon
habitat in Maine. Existing databases were
reviewed and agencies were contacted to
determine if any of these species occur in
the study area.
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3.2.4.1 State-Listed Threatened,
Endangered, or Special Concern
Species
In the state of Maine, “endangered” is
defined as rare and in danger of being
lost from the state in the foreseeable future or is federally listed as endangered.
“Threatened” is defined as rare and, with
further decline, could become endangered
or is federally listed as threatened.
Atlantic salmon in Maine are managed
by the MASC, and the habitat mapped
by that agency for salmon is used by state
and federal agencies. In its correspondence of April 5, 2000, the MASC stated
that there are salmon migratory routes
but no spawning or nursery habitats in
the study area. These migratory routes
harbor Atlantic salmon smolts for four to
six weeks from mid-April to early June.
Adult salmon enter river systems between
May and October, with a reduction in migrations during warmer summer months.
Post-spawning salmon, or kelts, emigrate
to the ocean in late October or the following spring (from April to June).
According to the MDIFW, no species
listed in the Maine Endangered Species
Act, 12 MRSA §12803, are known to occur in the study area.
The federally endangered shortnose
sturgeon could be present in the study
area in the summer between June 1 and
September 15 and would use the area for
feeding (Squiers, 2006). The MDMR indicated that shortnose sturgeon have been
recorded in the Kennebec and Back Rivers.

The Back River is a connection between
the Sheepscot River and the Kennebec
River via the Sasanoa River. Adults of this
species have been recorded in the Back
River and Montsweag Bay. The MDMR
has indicated that an individual shortnose
sturgeon was caught north of the Route
144 bridge over the Back River (between
Wiscasset and Westport Island) in an intake pipe at the Maine Yankee power plant
in June 1994.
According to the MNAP, no known rare
or exemplary plant habitats or ecological
communities are located in the study area.
Plant species in Maine are not specifically
protected unless they are found in a natural plant community; none is found in the
study area.
3.2.4.2 Federally Listed Threatened or
Endangered Species
Two species in the study area appear on
the Federal Endangered Species List: the
Atlantic salmon and the shortnose sturgeon.
3.2.4.2.1 Atlantic Salmon
The U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA)
of 1973, as amended, provides protections for those species that are listed as
endangered or threatened under the ESA.
The act grants the USFWS prime responsibility in administering the species designations and protections granted under
the ESA. “Endangered” means that a species is in danger of extinction throughout
all or a significant portion of its range.

“Threatened” means that a species is likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future.
In response to a petition submitted in
1993 to list Atlantic salmon under the
ESA, the USFWS and the NMFS completed a review of the species’ status in
1995 (USFWS/NOAA, 1995a). They concluded that there was a danger of extinction and, later in 1995, published a proposed rule to list a Gulf of Maine Distinct
Population Segment (GOM DPS) of
Atlantic salmon in seven Maine rivers
as threatened (USFWS/NOAA, 1995b).
In that proposed rule, the state of Maine
was invited to prepare a plan to eliminate,
minimize, and mitigate threats to Atlantic
salmon and their habitat. On December
18, 1997, the USFWS and the NMFS
withdrew the proposed rule to designate
the Atlantic salmon GOM DPS as threatened (62 FR 66325, December 18, 1997).
The withdrawal was based on an evaluation of the information known about the
biological status of the species, as well as
consideration of ongoing actions by international, state, federal, and private entities, including the state’s Atlantic Salmon
Conservation Plan for Seven Maine Rivers
(Maine Atlantic Salmon Conservation
Plan [MASCP], 1997).
Atlantic salmon in Maine are managed on the federal level by the USFWS
in freshwater and by the NMFS (a branch
of the NOAA) in tidal water. They use
information developed by the MASC.
The Sheepscot River in the study area is
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tidal and the NMFS was consulted for
the study-area fisheries. It stated in its
correspondence of April 5, 2000 (Jacobs
Civil, 2001) that there are salmon migratory routes but no spawning or nursery
habitats in the study area. Atlantic salmon smolts emigrate from river systems in
the spring, generally any time from midApril to early June. The migration window
is typically four to six weeks. Adult salmon enter river systems between May and
October, although upstream migrations
typically cease during the warmer summer months. However, migrations would
commence during these warm summer
periods with a cool rain creating a freshet. Post-spawning salmon (i.e., kelts) return to the ocean in late October through
ice-in or the following spring from April
through June.
In January 1999, the USFWS received the state of Maine’s 1998 Annual
Progress Report on implementation of
the conservation plan. After review of
the annual report, public comments,
and a 1999 Atlantic salmon status review
(Anadromous Atlantic Salmon Biological
Review Team, 1999), the USFWS determined that the species’ status was more
precarious than indicated at the time of
its December 1997 determination to not
list the species. On November 17, 1999,
the USFWS proposed to list the Atlantic
salmon GOM DPS as an endangered species.
Consultations were undertaken with
the USFWS and the NMFS pursuant to

Section 7 of the ESA and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act. The USFWS
indicated that a DPS of the Atlantic salmon was proposed as an endangered species. On November 17, 2000, after review
of public comments and consideration
of the best available scientific and commercial data, the USFWS published a final rule listing the Atlantic salmon GOM
DPS as a federally endangered species.
The DPS includes all naturally reproducing wild populations of Atlantic salmon
found east of the former Edwards Dam on
the Kennebec River to the mouth of the St.
Croix River. The Sheepscot River is one of
the rivers in the DPS. Consultation with
the USFWS and the NMFS was reinitiated on December 22, 2005, and correspondence has indicated that no new species
have been added since the initial consultation. The correspondence indicated that
they would use information provided in
this study as part of the consultation. The
NMFS would use the information provided as a basis for its determination regarding the level of consultation for each
alignment needed to fulfill Section 7 consultation requirements. Consultation
would continue during the approval process for this study.
3.2.4.2.2 Shortnose Sturgeon
The best available information suggests
that shortnose sturgeon could be present
in the study area in the summer between
June 1 and September 15 and would
use the area for feeding (Squiers, 2006).

Sturgeon are known to feed on benthic invertibrates. Management of this species is
the responsibility of the NMFS. Both the
NMFS and the MDMR indicated that the
federally endangered shortnose sturgeon
has been documented in the Kennebec
and Back Rivers. Shortnose sturgeon have
been documented in nearby Montsweag
Bay. One shortnose sturgeon individual
was found entrained in the intake of the
decommissioned Maine Yankee power
plant on June 7, 1994. It is assumed that
sturgeon could use the Sheepscot River as
far upstream as the Head of Tide Village
area.
3.2.4.3 Other Protected Species
No other protected species were found
in the study area.

3.3 What is the air quality, and
what are noise levels like in the
study area?
3.3.1 Air Quality
The study area is in a portion of Lincoln
County that is currently classified by the
USEPA as an Attainment Area for ozone,
pursuant to the Clean Air Act (CAA)
amendments of 1990 (USEPA, 2006).
Vehicles emit primarily carbon monoxide (CO), hydrocarbons (also known as
volatile organic compounds, or VOCs),
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and, to a much
lesser extent respirable particulate matter (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead
(Pb). To determine compliance with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

				

(NAAQS), the MDEP Bureau of Air
Quality Control conducts long-term airquality monitoring. The MDEP operates
several continuous monitoring sites that
measure ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants.
The MDEP ozone-monitoring station nearest to the study area is in Knox
County, approximately 21 miles east. At
this location, there were two exceedances of the federal 8-hour ozone standard
of 0.08 part per million (ppm) during the
2003–2005 monitoring period (i.e., the
most recent complete years for which
data are available). The maximum measured hourly ozone concentration in 2003
was 0.107 ppm; the second highest 8-hour
violation occurring in 2005 was 0.102
ppm. In 2004, the highest concentration
was 0.074 ppm and was below the 8-hour
standard (MDEP, 2006b).
The region in which the study area
is located is in attainment for CO. The
MDEP CO monitoring station nearest to
the study area is in Cumberland County,
approximately 40 miles southwest. There
were no exceedances of the state and
federal CO standards of 35 ppm for the
1-hour average and 9 ppm for the 8-hour
average at this station during the 2003–
2005 monitoring period (MDEP, 2006b).

3.3.2 Noise
The study area was divided into the following noise sensitive areas (NSAs) (exhibit 3.16):

•

•

•

•

•

•

NSA 1, east and west of Route 1, south
of Lee Street and Bradford Road in
Wiscasset: This area consists of residences along Route 1, Old Bath Road,
and Bradford Road. Scattered commercial properties also exist along
Route 1.
NSA 2, west of Gardiner Road between Bradford Road and Wiscasset
Primary School: This area consists
of residences along Gardiner Road,
Churchill Street, and Willow Lane,
and Wiscasset Primary School.
NSA 3, east of Gardiner Road from
Route 1 to Wiscasset Primary School:
This area consists of residences and
a few commercial properties along
Gardiner Road.
NSA 4, Gardiner Road north of
Wiscasset Primary School: This area
consists of a mix of residential and
commercial properties.
NSA 5, Route 218 from Route 1 to
Sheepscot Bay complex in Wiscasset:
This area consists predominantly of
residential properties and Wiscasset
Middle School along Route 218. Also
included in NSA 5 are residences along
Water Street north of Route 1.
NSA 6, the area between Gardiner
Road (north of Wiscasset Primary
School) and Route 218 (near Clark’s
Point Road): This area includes residences on Route 218, Bayview Drive,
Deer Ridge Road, and West Alna
Road, and residences in the Sheepscot
Bay complex off Route 218.
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Exhibit 3.16 – Noise Measurement and Modeling Locations

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002
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•

•

•

•

•

•

NSA 7, the Clark Point area between
Route 218 and the Sheepscot River in
Wiscasset: This area includes residences along Clark’s Point Road and
the area for the recently approved
Clark’s Point subdivision.
NSA 8, the Edgecomb area north of
Route 1 and south of the Sheepscot
River: This area includes residences
along Englebrekt and Cochran Roads.
NSA 9, along Route 1 between Gardiner
Road and the Sheepscot River: This
area includes residences and commercial establishments along Route 1 and
the church and public open-space areas west of High Street.
NSA 10, along Route 1 from the Davey
Bridge east to Boothbay Road: This
area includes predominantly commercial property (including a MaineDOT
maintenance yard) and several residences at the eastern end.
NSA 11, along Route 1 east of Boothbay
Road: This area includes scattered residential and commercial properties.
NSA 12, along Boothbay Road south
of Route 1: This area includes the Cod
Cove Inn, a restaurant, a rental-cottage facility, and several residential
and commercial properties.

Ambient noise measurements were
conducted throughout the study area in
November 2004. Within each NSA, shortterm (i.e., typically 20 minutes) noise readings were taken at 18 locations using an
ANSI Type I noise meter. The noise-level

descriptor used is the hourly equivalent
sound level [Leq(h)]. Leq(h) is the steadystate, A-weighted sound level, which contains the same amount of acoustic energy as the actual time-varying A-weighted
sound level during a 1-hour period.
At 14 of the 18 measurement locations,
concurrent traffic volume, classification,
and speed data were obtained to validate
the noise model. Although somewhat influenced by distant traffic noise, the other
four locations were too distant from roadways to perform model validation (exhibit
3.17).
Measurements were taken at various
times of the day and did not necessarily represent the noisiest condition at the
measurement site. In addition, measurement sites were positioned to enable validation of the noise model. In certain locations, noise measurement sites do not
correspond exactly with noise-analysis
sites. Measurements were used primarily
for purposes of noise-model validation,
with existing peak-hour traffic volumes
used in the prediction of worst-case existing noise levels. Measured existing noise
levels at noise-measurement sites ranged
from about 39 to 74 decibels using an
A-weighted frequency filter (dBA).
Using the concurrent traffic data, noise
levels were modeled and compared to
measured noise levels. A difference of
3 dBA or less between measured and
modeled noise levels is considered acceptable for model-validation purposes.
Measured-versus-modeled noise levels

were within the acceptable +3 dBA range
for all sites evaluated, except for two locations. At Measurement Site B in NSA 2,
traffic volumes were too low (with many
periods having no traffic) for acceptable
model validation. One of the readings at
Measurement Site E in NSA 5 was elevated by school buses passing close to the
noise meter.
The model used to predict worst-case
existing noise levels was the FHWA
Traffic Noise Model® (TNM), version 2.5.
The TNM predicts noise levels at selected
locations based on traffic data, roadway
design, topographic features, and the relationship of the analysis site to the roadway. Analysis sites were selected to represent sufficient receptors in the study area
to adequately evaluate project noise effects. Year 2000 traffic data for summertime peak-hour conditions were used to
estimate worst-case traffic noise levels at
the selected analysis sites. Modeled worstcase existing noise levels at analysis sites
in the study area range from 39 to 70 dBA
(exhibit 3.18).

3.4 What roads and other
transportation components are
in the study area?
This section provides an overview of
existing transportation conditions in the
study area. It describes roadways that
serve the study area and quantifies existing
traffic demand, speeds, and trip patterns
on them. Geometric and safety deficien-

				

cies are quantified and system continuity
and mobility are discussed.

3.4.1 What transportation
systems and facilities exist in the
study area?
The existing transportation system and
facilities in the study area are roadways,
transit/bus service, a railroad line, and
the Sheepscot River, which serves water
transportation.
3.4.1.1 Major Roadways Serving the
Study Area
Route 1 is the major tourist, recreational, and commuter route in Maine’s MidCoast Region. Route 1 is functionally classified as a principal arterial and is part
of the National Highway System (NHS).
Route 1 provides access to mid-coastal communities in Sagadahoc, Lincoln,
Knox, and Waldo Counties. The portion
of Route 1 in the study area is approximately 3.75 miles long. Route 1 through
the majority of the study area consists of a
two-lane, undivided roadway with uncontrolled access. Most of Route 1 is fronted by commercial or residential development with direct access to the roadway.
Entering the study area from the southwest, Route 1 is a rural two-lane highway
with paved 8-foot shoulders and posted speeds of 45 mph. Posted speeds on
Route 1 decrease to 35 mph approaching
Wiscasset Village. Route 1 intersects seven side streets in the approximate quarter-mile through Wiscasset Village. In

Wiscasset Village, the paved shoulders are
curbed and vary from 0 to 8 feet in width.
Route 1 merges with and becomes Main
Street in Wiscasset Village as it descends
a hill toward the Sheepscot River. Main
Street in Wiscasset Village has on-street
diagonal parking, pedestrian crosswalks,
and sidewalks on both sides of the street.
The posted speed limit on Main Street is 25
mph through Wiscasset Village. Exclusive
left-turn lanes on Route 1 are provided at
Gardiner Road, Middle Street, and Water
Street.
Route 1 extends over the Sheepscot
River on the Davey Bridge, which is approximately a half-mile long, with two
lanes and 5-foot shoulders. The posted
speed limit increases from 25 to 35 mph
at the western end of the Davey Bridge.
About a third of the way across the Davey
Bridge, the speed limit increases from 35
to 45 mph. The middle of the Sheepscot
River, halfway across the Davey Bridge, is
the town line between Wiscasset to the
west and Edgecomb to the east.
Route 1 continues as a two-lane roadway over Davis Island in Edgecomb,
where Eddy Road intersects Route 1 on
the south at a flashing-yellow beacon. The
speed limit increases to 50 mph east of
Eddy Road. To the east, Route 1 extends
over Cod Cove on an approximate 400foot bridge as a two-lane roadway. East of
the Cod Cove crossing, Route 1 widens to
include two northbound lanes, where the
roadway climbs to a three-way intersection with Boothbay Road near the crest of
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Exhibit 3.17 – Summary of Noise Measurements and Traffic Counts
Noise
Sensitive
Area (NSA)

1

2 and 3
4

Measurement Site

I.D.
A

Address
Flood Avenue, east of Route 1

Noise Measurements
Adjacent Roadway

Hourly Traffic Volumes Based
on Concurrent Traffic Counts

73.0

Route 1

1,052

74.2

Route 1

1,450

74.0

Route 1

No Traffic Data Collected

Leq in dBA

O

Old Bath Road, west of Route 1

49.1

Old Bath Road

46

B

Willow Lane, west of Churchill Street

44.0

Willow Lane

18

D

Wiscasset Primary School on Gardiner Road

52.5

Gardiner Road

369

50.7

Gardiner Road

405

L

Wiscasset High School on Gardiner Road

60.9

Gardiner Road

408

E

Wiscasset Middle School on Route 218

59.1

Route 218

156

61.0

Route 218

240

Q

Route 218, south of Deer Ridge Road

54.2

Route 218

171

55.2

Route 218

180

F

Deer Ridge Road

5

6

41.9

Background - No Traffic Data Collected

40.3

Background - No Traffic Data Collected

56.8
G

West Alna Road, west of Route 218
54.4

7
8

96

West Alna Road

63

Route 218

78

Background - No Traffic Data Collected
Background - No Traffic Data Collected

Englebrekt Road in Edgecomb

43.1

Background - No Traffic Data Collected

R

End of Englebrekt Road at cul-de-sac

39.4

Background - No Traffic Data Collected

C

Public open space at Summer Street and Route 1 (Main Street)

N

62.4

Route 1

1,319

60.9

Route 1

1,317

Route 1

1,416

Route 218

60

65.1
Park in downtown area, at Route 1 and Route 218
66.1

Route 1

1,140

Route 218

27

I

Route 1, north of river and south of englebrekt Road

71.1

Route 1

1,116

K

Route 1 on Davis Island, near MaineDOT maintenance yard

73.7

Route 1

984

J

Route 1, north of Cochran Road

70.1

Route 1

732

71.1

Route 1

1,137

Boothbay Road

264

Cross Road

123

Boothbay Road

324

Cross Road

132

59.3

12

Route 218

40.7

End of Clark’s Point Road

P

11

62

41.7

H

9

10

West Alna Road

M

Cod Cove Inn, between Boothbay Road and Cross Road
59.1

NOTES:

Leq = equivalent noise level

dBA = decibels on the A-weighted scale
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Exhibit 3.18 – Summary of Modeled Noise Levels
Noise
Sensitive
Area (NSA)

1

Address

5

Address

FHWA TNM
Modeled Existing
Noise Levels
Leq(h) in dBA

Noise
Sensitive
Area (NSA)

Address

FHWA TNM
Modeled Existing
Noise Levels
Leq(h) in dBA

54

211 Route 218

59

Summer Street/Main Street

63

12 Old Bath Road

60

13 Sheepscot Bay

46

Park in Downtown (Route 1)

65

28 Old Bath Road

54

31/32 Route 218

46

Church on High Street

56

40 Old Bath Road

58

271 Route 218

45

210 Summer Street

60

176 Bath Road (Route 1)

66

291 Route 218

56

35 Main Street (Route 1)

63

13 Bath Road (Route 1)

66

Route 218

57

57/59 Water Street

56

East of 96 Bath Road (Route 1)

69

240/242 Route 218

57

Route 1

68

179 Bath Road (Route 1)

65

Route 218

58

Route 1

70

123 Bath Road (Route 1)

67

284 Route 218

55

Route 1

57

5 Bath Road (Route 1)

61

294 Route 218

61

Cross Road

53

16 Bradford Road

54

35 Route 218

52

Cross Road

57

46 Bradford Road

50

212 Route 218

59

Summit Vista Cottages

50

27 Bradford Road

51

14 Bayview Drive

49

Cod Cove Inn

60

53

Bayview Drive

40

65

Bayview Drive

41

161 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

57

Bayview Drive

43

104 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

56

29 Deer Ridge Road

43

112 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

63

A1-A9 Deer Ridge Road

45

34 Willow Lane

47

20 West Alna Road

43

30 Willow Lane

46

22 West Alna Road

50

46 Willow Lane

46

42 West Alna Road

49

52 Willow Lane

41

101 Clark’s Point Road

41

49 Willow Lane

44

91 Clark’s Point Road

41

Wiscasset High School

62

End of Clark’s Point Road

42

Gardiner Road (Route 27)

55

68 Clark’s Point Road

40

179 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

59

Clark’s Point Road (cul-de-sac)

39

197 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

63

Englebrekt Road

44

257 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

64

Englebrekt Road

56

71 Route 218

54

Englebrekt Road

51

Wiscasset Middle School

47

Englebrekt Road

48

Route 218

46

Englebrekt Road

45

163 Route 218

56

Englebrekt Road

45

Route 218

45

Englebrekt Road

44

193 Route 218

47

Englebrekt Road

47

202 Route 218

58

Englebrekt Road

47

57 Water Street (rear)

57

Cochran Road

44

End Water Street north of Lincoln Street

49

Cochran Road

41

145 Gardiner Road (Route 27)

4

Noise
Sensitive
Area (NSA)

17 Old Bath Road

Wiscasset Primary School

2 and 3

FHWA TNM
Modeled Existing
Noise Levels
Leq(h) in dBA

6

7

8

				

9

10
11
12
NOTES:

Leq(h) = hourly equivalent noise level

dBA = decibels on the A-weighted scale

Values are calculated to tenth of a dBA and rounded for presentation.

the hill. The southbound direction widens
to include an exclusive left-turn lane at
Cross Road, which connects to Boothbay
Road. Signs approaching this intersection
indicate access to the Boothbay Harbor
Region recreational area via Boothbay
Road. In Edgecomb, paved shoulders vary
from 3 to 10 feet in width.
North of Cross Road, Route 1 narrows
to a two-lane roadway with a speed limit
of 50 mph. The speed limit increases to 55
mph east of the intersection with Atlantic
Highway.
Gardiner Road is a major northsouth roadway providing connections to
Dresden, Gardiner, and Augusta to the
north. Gardiner Road is functionally clas-

sified as a minor arterial. It is a two-lane
roadway with 4- to 6-foot paved shoulders and curbing on one side south of
Wiscasset High School. Posted speed limits range from 40 to 45 mph in the study
area, decreasing to 15 mph at Wiscasset
Elementary School when children are
present.
Route 218, known locally as Federal
Street, intersects Route 1 and Fort Hill
Street in Wiscasset Village and extends
northeast through Wiscasset’s historic
district and north to Alna. Federal Street
becomes Alna Road north of Wiscasset
Village. Route 218 is functionally classified as a major collector. Route 218 is
a two-lane roadway with curbing and
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minimal shoulders in Wiscasset Village
and 4-foot unpaved shoulders north of
Wiscasset Village. Immediately north of
Route 1, the posted speed limit is 25 mph,
which decreases to 15 mph at Wiscasset
Middle School when children are present.
To the north, the posted speed limit increases to 45 mph.
Boothbay Road extends south of Route
1, providing access to recreational and
tourist destinations in the Boothbay
Harbor Region to the south. Boothbay
Road is a two-lane roadway with 4-foot
paved shoulders and is functionally classified as a minor arterial. Posted speed limits range from 30 mph near Route 1 to 40
mph to the south.
Other local roads in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb are generally two-way, twolane, rural residential roads with no paved
shoulders. They are relatively narrow
and winding in places and include sections with rolling to steep terrain. Several
streets that intersect Route 1 in Wiscasset
Village are more urban in nature with
curbing and sidewalks in some places.
Speed limits range from 25 mph on streets
in Wiscasset Village to 45 mph on roads
in rural areas. Several of the more prominent local rural roads are:
•
•

Old Bath Road, which extends west of
Route 1 west of Wiscasset Village
Bradford Road, which intersects Route
1 east of Old Bath Road and becomes
Lee Street to the southeast; Bradford
Road extends northwest from Route

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

1, providing access to the southern
end of Dickinson Road, a locally designated scenic road
Willow Lane, which parallels
Bradford Road to the north and intersects Dickinson Road to the west;
Willow Lane terminates to the east at
Churchill Street
Churchill Street, which extends a short
distance north of Route 1 in Wiscasset
Village, parallel to and terminating at
Gardiner Road to the east
Langdon Road, which extends northeast from Gardiner Road, providing
access to houses on a hillside before
terminating at a dead end
West Alna Road, which branches off
from Route 218 south of Clark’s Point
Road and terminates in Alna
Clark’s Point Road, which branches off
Route 218 north of West Alna Road,
extending southeast to Clark Point before terminating at a dead end
Old Sheepscot Road, which branches
off Route 218 north of Clark’s Point
Road and extends to the northeast
before terminating at a dead end in
Alna
Eddy Road, which extends south from
Route 1 on Davis Island and continues east across a causeway to intersect
Shore Road, which closely follows the
Sheepscot River shoreline, Cross Point
Road, and Boothbay Road
Englebrekt Road, which extends north
of Route 1 in Edgecomb, paralleling
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•

•

•

the shoreline of the Sheepscot River
and terminating at a dead end
Cross Road, which extends south of
Route 1 past the Cod Cove Inn, connecting Route 1 to Boothbay Road
Cochran Road in Edgecomb, which intersects Route 1 opposite Cross Road
and extends northeast into Newcastle
Atlantic Highway, formerly Route 1,
which is a short road parallel to Route
1 in Edgecomb

Wiscasset Village streets, including
High, Summer, Pleasant, Middle, and
Water Streets, are typically curbed, twolane roadways with sidewalks on at least
one side of the street and on-street parking in some locations.
3.4.1.2 Bus/Transit Services
Concord Trailways provides bus service
between Bangor and Portland via Route 1
through Mid-Coast Maine. Connections
can be made in Portland to continue on
to Boston. Concord Trailways makes two
trips per day, per direction, through the
study area, stopping at Huber’s Market
on Route 1 in Wiscasset, southwest of the
study area (Concord Trailways 2006).
Coastal Trans, Inc., a non profit transportation provider, offers public transportation for elderly, disabled, and lowincome people in Lincoln, Knox, and
Sagadahoc Counties and the towns of
Brunswick and Harpswell. Arrangements
to ride must be made at least 24 hours in
advance (MaineDOT, 2006).

3.4.1.3 Railroad Facilities
Th e M a i n e D O T- o w n e d f o r m e r
Rockland Branch of the Maine Central
Railroad, the only railroad in the study
area, traverses the study area in a southwest to east-northeast direction (exhibit
1.4). The railroad crosses Route 1 at the
edge of Wiscasset Village on the western shore of the Sheepscot River adjacent
to the Davey Bridge. The railroad crossing with Route 1 is an at-grade crossing.
Freight service and seasonal passenger
service is provided on this rail line by the
Maine Eastern Railroad, which leases the
rail line from the MaineDOT. Although
train crossings of Route 1 are infrequent,
when they occur in conjunction with peak
seasonal traffic, the resulting delays further exacerbate the already congested
conditions.
3.4.1.4 Water Transportation Facilities
The Sheepscot River in the Wiscasset
vicinity provides a deep-water port for
marine traffic. Wiscasset Harbor, once
the busiest port north of Boston, is currently home to commercial fishermen and
recreational boaters. Commercial traffic
on the Sheepscot River consists primarily
of fishing boats. In the study area, there
are several public-access points to the
Sheepscot River, including the Wiscasset
Public Landings and the Wiscasset Yacht
Club. The Wiscasset Public Landings at
the south end of Water Street are heavily used by both commercial fishermen and recreational boaters. The town

landing has 44 paved parking spaces, six
stalls for storing boat trailers, public restrooms, two boat-launch ramps, and
three substantial piers with floats. The
Wiscasset Yacht Club, situated adjacent
to the Wiscasset Public Landings, consists of a one-story clubhouse on pilings,
on-site parking, and floats for members’
use (Town of Wiscasset, 2006).
The Main Street Pier is used for fishing and has the potential for commercial and public-access uses. It is located
immediately southeast of Route 1 adjacent to the Sheepscot River in Wiscasset
Village. Owned by the town, the pier is
an approximate 150-by-100-foot wooden
platform constructed on pilings over the
river. A small paved parking lot owned by
the MaineDOT is adjacent to the pier and
is available for general-public use (Town
of Wiscasset, 2006).
3.4.1.5 Pedestrian and Bicyclist
Facilities
Paved shoulders are provided along
Route 1 throughout the study area for use
by pedestrians and bicyclists. Sidewalks
are provided on both sides of Route 1
in Wiscasset Village between High and
Water Streets. A single sidewalk is provided on the Davey Bridge adjacent to
the westbound travel lane. Crosswalks are
provided for pedestrians to cross Route 1
at several locations in Wiscasset, including several on Main Street in Wiscasset
Village. Crosswalks are provided parallel to Route 1 on a number of streets
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intersecting Route 1 in Wiscasset Village.
Sidewalks are provided on Gardiner Road
and Route 218 to access Wiscasset schools
and playgrounds.
A portion of the Maine East Coast
Greenway (the Greenway) traverses several roadways in Wiscasset. The Greenway
is the Maine portion of the vision for an
“Urban Appalachian Trail” extending
more than 2,600 miles from Key West,
Florida, to Calais, Maine. In Maine, the
trail is a bicycle route primarily on existing
roads with a few off-road paths. Section
3A of the Greenway routes bicyclists from
Brunswick to Ellsworth via coastal roadways (MaineDOT, 2001). This route traverses the northern portion of the study
area using Willow Lane, Churchill Street,
Hooper Street, and Route 218 (exhibit
3.19).

3.4.2 What are the existing
and projected future traffic
conditions?
This section describes current traffic
volumes and patterns, current speed and
delay characteristics, and roadway deficiency and safety data. It also discusses
forecasted future volumes and anticipated
speed and delay characteristics. Extensive
traffic speed and volume data were collected in the summers of 2000 and 2001;
2000 serves as the base year to represent
existing conditions. Future conditions are
forecasted to 2030.

3.4.2.1 Traffic on Route 1 and Other
Roadways
Approximately 19,000 vehicles traveled
on Route 1 over the Davey Bridge on an
average day in 2000. During the summer
of 2000, the number was approximately
26,000 vehicles per day (VPD). Similarly,
other locations on Route 1, Gardiner
Road, Boothbay Road, and Route 218
show higher daily traffic volumes in the
summer (see section 1.3 and exhibits 1.8
and 1.9).
Based on summer traffic conditions,
DHVs for 2000 were observed for seven
roadway segments on Route 1, Gardiner
Road, Boothbay Road, and Route 218
in the study area (exhibit 1.15). Existing
DHVs on Route 1 ranged from a high
of about 2,100 vehicles per hour (vph)
through Wiscasset Village and over the
Davey Bridge to a low of about 1,250 vph
east of Boothbay Road. Existing DHVs
for Gardiner Road and Boothbay Road
range between 600 and 800 vph. The existing DHVs for Route 218 are less than
200 vph.
3.4.2.2 Projected Traffic on Route 1
and Other Roadways
Future volumes for Route 1 and other
roadways have been forecasted to 2030,
which is currently the MaineDOT’s longrange planning horizon. The 2030 trafficvolume projections were derived based
on review of traffic forecasts from the
statewide travel demand model and the
historical traffic-volume increases. Based

on this review, the MaineDOT applied a
growth factor of 1.25 percent per year to
the base year 2000 traffic volumes to forecast traffic volumes for 2030. These future
volumes were adjusted slightly downward
(by 8 percent) to account for study-area
reductions in travel demand from TSM
and TDM strategies, such as variablemessage sign technology and increased
passenger-train service/ridership, expected to be in place by 2030.
Future 2030 daily traffic volumes are
presented in section 1.3. About 24,400 vehicles are projected to travel on Route 1
over the Davey Bridge on an average day
in 2030. During the summer, the number
is forecasted to increase to about 33,000
vpd. Approximately 8,900 vehicles are
projected to travel on Gardiner Road on
an average day in 2030; the volumes are
projected to be 11,000 vpd during the
summer. About 6,900 vehicles are forecasted to travel on Boothbay Road on an
average day in 2030; the volumes are projected to be 11,100 vpd during the summer. Average daily volumes on Route 218
would range from about 1,600 to 3,900
vpd, increasing to about 1,800 to 4,400
vpd during the summer (see section 1.3
and exhibits 1.9, 1.10, and 1.11).
DHVs in 2030 have been forecasted
for seven roadway segments in the study
area (exhibit 1.15). Future 2030 DHVs on
Route 1 are projected to range from a high
of about 2,700 vph through Wiscasset
Village and over the Davey Bridge to a low
of about 1,600 vph east of Boothbay Road.

				

Forecasted 2030 DHVs for Gardiner Road
and Boothbay Road range between 880
and 1,000 vph. Projected 2030 DHVs for
Route 218 are approximately 250 vph.
3.4.2.3 Higher Traffic Volumes During
the Summer
Traffic volumes on Route 1 through
Wiscasset are higher during the summer
because the population of Maine coastal
areas increases markedly due to an influx
of seasonal residents and visitors. Route
1 and Boothbay Road serve as the gateway to the Boothbay Harbor recreational region and other areas of Mid-Coast
Maine.
Additionally, some seasonal shops and
businesses in Wiscasset and surrounding
areas are open only during the summer,
generating additional traffic for employees, patrons, and deliveries that are not
present on Route 1 during the remainder
of the year. Other businesses, although
open year-round, generate more business during the summer, which leads to
additional traffic. The addition of seasonal traffic to the year-round base of local
and commuter traffic on Route 1 results
in higher traffic volumes during the summer. Traffic volumes on Route 1 during
July and August are approximately 25 percent higher than the AADT.
3.4.2.4 Origins and Destinations of
People Using Routes 1 and 27
Origin–destination surveys were conducted previously as part of the U.S.

Route 1 Mid-Coast Transportation Study
(MaineDOT, 1993). More than 21,000
roadside interviews were conducted along
Route 1 between Brunswick and Belfast
during the surveys at stations along MidCoast Route 1, including the following
three in Wiscasset and Edgecomb:
•
•
•

Route 1 west of Route 144 in
Wiscasset
Boothbay Road south of Route 1
Route 1 in Edgecomb east of
Boothbay Road

Of the 18,000 total trips entering or
leaving Wiscasset from the east or west,
an average of 11 percent had a destination
or origin within Wiscasset Village, and another 11 percent originated from or were
destined for the rural areas surrounding
Wiscasset Village. The remaining 78 percent of trips represented through-traffic
with both origins and destinations outside the Wiscasset urban and rural areas.
Of the through-trips passing through
Wiscasset and east across the Sheepscot
River, the survey showed that approximately one third had destinations on Boothbay
Road (e.g., Edgecomb, Boothbay, Boothbay
Harbor) and the other two thirds continued on Route 1 toward Damariscotta. On
the west side of Wiscasset, the throughtrips predominated (nearly 90 percent),
continuing on Route 1 toward Woolwich,
with a lesser number of trips (10 percent)
taking Gardiner Road toward Gardiner or
Alna Road toward Alna.
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Exhibit 3.19 – Designated Bicycle Route

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002
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These survey results and the 2000 traffic
volumes reinforce the perception that the
overwhelming majority of trips on Route
1 that extend outside Wiscasset Village, to
the east or the west, are by motorists who
are either commuters destined for Bath or
other major employment centers, tourists
destined for the Boothbay Harbor Region
or points east, or other through-travelers.
More than two thirds of the travelers were
in Maine-registered vehicles and 97 percent of the trips originated in Maine.
A more recent Route 1 origin–destination survey was conducted in the summer
of 2005 as part of the Gateway 1 Study,
extending from Brunswick to Prospect.
The Gateway 1 survey interviewed about
800 motorists traveling on Route 1 in July
and August 2005. Motorists were interviewed at major gasoline stations in 11 locations from Brunswick to Searsport. The
Gateway 1 survey found that most travel
along Route 1 in the Mid-Coast Region
during the peak summer season consists
of people who are moving from one activity to another in the 100-mile corridor,
and it reconfirmed that the majority of
the trips are generated by Maine residents
(MaineDOT, August 2005).

3.4.3 What safety problems exist
along Route 1?
Route 1 in the study area has several problem areas in terms of safety.
Approximately 50 reported crashes occurred in this corridor annually during
the three-year period from 2001 through

2003. The overall crash rate for the corridor is 204 crashes per 100 million vehiclemiles, higher than the statewide average
of 143 for rural two-lane principal arterial highways. Crashes involving personal
injuries is approximately 40 percent, also
higher than the statewide rural average
of 32 percent. Overall, the frequency and
severity of crashes in the study area are
higher than the statewide average.
The crash records indicated that congested summer traffic conditions are a
major factor in the Wiscasset–Edgecomb
study area. Compared to the statewide
average of 58 percent, about 70 percent
of the Route 1 crashes occur between 10
a.m. and 6 p.m., when traffic volumes in
Wiscasset are at their highest. Similarly,
July and August account for 27 percent
of the crashes in the study-area corridor,
compared to 16 percent of crashes statewide. Whereas rear-end crashes represent
about 33 percent of crashes statewide, 58
percent of crashes in the study-area corridor are rear-end crashes. Rear-end crashes are typical where stop-and-go traffic
conditions exist.
The study area has five HCLs along
Route 1 (exhibit 1.17). These are four intersections and one roadway segment between intersections that have (1) at least
eight reported crashes in a three-year period, and (2) a CRF greater than 1.00. A
CRF greater than 1.00 indicates a location
that has a rate of crashes that is significantly higher than the statewide average:

Intersections
• Route 1 at Lee Street and Bradford
Road, Wiscasset: 10 crashes,
CRF=1.50
• Route 1 at Gardiner Road: 9 crashes,
CRF=1.21
• Route 1 at Eddy Road, Edgecomb: 9
crashes, CRF=1.55
• Route 1 at Boothbay Road: 13 crashes, CRF=2.55
Roadway
• Route 1 from Railroad Street to
Edgecomb town line (Davey Bridge),
Wiscasset: 13 crashes, CRF=2.12
Collectively, these five HCLs account
for 37 percent of crashes on Route 1 in
the study area. For the four intersections,
much of the safety problem stems from
the difficulty in entering busy Route 1
from a side road. For the segment on the
Davey Bridge, the stop-and-go nature of
traffic flow is an important factor.
In addition to the crash experience in
the corridor, other safety problems exist
that could also threaten lives and property.
In Wiscasset Village, the conflict between
pedestrian activity and Route 1 throughtraffic presents an inherent threat of personal injury that is magnified during the
summer tourist season. The frequent traffic congestion on Route 1 during the summer can also impede the movement of
emergency vehicles responding to a call
or attempting to rush a victim to a hospital. The large number of vehicles and the

				

lack of 8-foot shoulders along some segments of Route 1 limit the ability of emergency vehicles to quickly reach their destinations.

3.4.4 What system continuity and
mobility and congestion problems
are present along Route 1?
3.4.4.1 System Continuity Concerns
Transportation-system-continuity
along Route 1 in the study area can be
quantitatively characterized by examining the existing roadway transitions between higher-speed rural/suburban segments and narrower, lower-speed urban
segments. Route 1 is functionally classified as a principal arterial, which typically provides one travel lane per direction with paved shoulders throughout the
study area. The posted speed limit varies
from as low as 25 mph to as high as 50
mph, with the higher posted speeds of 45
and 50 mph at the eastern and western
portions of the corridor, respectively. The
lower posted speeds of 25 and 30 mph are
found in central portions of the corridor
through Wiscasset Village.
The character of the roadway through
Wiscasset Village is vastly different from
the eastern and western portions on either side of it. Development away from
Wiscasset Village is sparser, there are
fewer curb cuts, and the roadway has a
more rural or suburban character. In contrast, the roadway through Wiscasset
Village has a more urban character with
on-street parking; numerous intersecting

side streets; and densely developed shops,
homes, and buildings in proximity to the
roadway. Due to the distinct differences in
characteristics found along Route 1, the
roadway lacks system continuity throughout the study area.
3.4.4.2 Mobility and Congestion
Concerns
Severe traffic congestion currently occurs along Route 1 approaching Wiscasset
Village in both the northbound and southbound directions during peak-hour periods (see section 1.3.1). Northbound and
southbound backups emanating from
Wiscasset Village typically begin before
11 a.m. and continue to 6 p.m. or later.
Northbound traffic backups longer than
4 miles have been recorded. Peak-period
congestion is expected to worsen as volumes increase in the future.
Existing and future DHV data indicate severe traffic congestion on Route
1 northbound from the Woolwich town
line through Wiscasset Village to Water
Street (approaching the Davey Bridge),
with an LOS F for both current and future traffic (exhibits 1.12, 1.13, and 1.14).
Route 1 southbound from the Newcastle–
Edgecomb town line to Water Street in
Wiscasset has an LOS F for current and
future traffic. For both northbound and
southbound traffic, LOS F corresponds to
an average operating speed of 10 mph for
existing and future conditions.
Existing and forecasted future congestion along Route 1 through Wiscasset
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Village constricts the mobility of motorists not only along Route 1 but also along
the many side streets that intersect with
it. Thus, mobility is not only restricted for
through-travelers but also for traffic with
local origins and destinations (see section
1.3.3).
Over the years, various means have
been implemented in Wiscasset Village to
increase mobility and alleviate traffic congestion, including installing traffic signals,
making side streets one-way, and using a
traffic officer during the summer tourist season (see section 2.1). Most of these
traffic-control measures were removed or
terminated after one season because of
opposition by local residents, aggravation
of existing traffic problems, or both (exhibit 2.1).

3.5 What social and economic
conditions exist in the study
area?
3.5.1 What is the land use in the
study area?
3.5.1.1 Land-Use Patterns
Land-use characteristics in the study
area were identified using the USGS Land
Use classification system (i.e., A Land Use
and Land Cover Classification System for
Use with Remote Sensor Data, Geological
Survey Professional Paper 964, 1983).
Approximately 36 percent (1,282 acres)
of the study area consists of surface water and wetlands, including the Sheepscot
River (exhibit 3.20). The second-most
dominant land use is forest land, which

comprises 32 percent (1,133 acres) of
the study area. Forested land is primarily concentrated in the northern and eastern portions of the study area. Because
these two land uses dominate, the majority of the study area is sparsely developed.
Approximately 12 percent (428 acres) of
the study area is developed for residential
use and another 10 percent (335 acres)
consists of mixed-urban or built-up land.
Most urban development is located along
Route 1, Gardiner Road, and Route 218,
and in Wiscasset Village. Commercial and
services land accounts for approximately
3 percent (96 acres) of the study area and
is most prevalent along Route 1 outside of
Wiscasset Village (exhibit 3.21).
According to the 2006 Final Draft
Wiscasset Comprehensive Plan, future
development is expected to largely reflect current land-use patterns. The final
draft plan emphasizes the importance of
conserving Wiscasset’s natural resources
and continuing to preserve the historic

resources and character of the town. The
1991 Edgecomb Comprehensive Plan also
emphasizes land-use continuity into the
future and open-space retention.
In the study area, the majority of the
land area in Wiscasset falls within rural or
residential zoning districts (exhibit 3.22).
Other zoning districts in the study area in
Wiscasset include business and commercial. Land bordering the Sheepscot River
in Wiscasset is zoned as shoreland resource protection, shoreland residential,
shoreland business, or village waterfront.
Zoning in the portion of the study area in
Edgecomb includes a variety of mixeduse commercial and residential districts.
Land bordering the Sheepscot River in
Edgecomb is zoned as part of a shoreland
overlay district (exhibit 3.22).
3.5.1.2 Visual and Aesthetic
Environment
The study area has a varied aesthetic environment. Wiscasset Village con-

Exhibit 3.20 – Land Use and Land Cover Classifications
Acres

Percent
of Total

428

12.1

96

2.7

4

0.1

52

1.5

Mixed-Urban or Built-Up

335

9.5

Shrub and Brush Rangeland

205

5.8

1,133

32.0

918

26.0

Wetlands

363

10.3

Totals

3,534

100

Land Use Classifications
Residential
Commercial and Services
Industrial
Transportation, Communications, and Utilities

Forest Land
Surface Water

Source: MaineDOT, Land Use Classification Analysis, February 2006
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sists of closely spaced, multilevel storefronts along Main Street and adjoining
blocks. Existing development includes
the business district, historic and tourist
attractions, waterfront retail uses, inns,
bed-and-breakfast, and traveler-oriented restaurants. The immediate views of
Wiscasset Village include two- and threestory historic brick and colonial buildings.
Long-distance views are limited by these
historic buildings and homes. The topography consists of rolling hills with a gradual decline toward the Sheepscot River,
leveling out near the waterfront. Longdistance views from the water’s edge include an expansive view of the Sheepscot
River, Davis Island, and Edgecomb.
North of Wiscasset Village, the landscape is rural residential, with dense vegetation of trees and shrubs interspersed
with open meadows and fields. The topography consists of undulating hills and
valleys with scattered ponds and small
streams.
Davis Island is heavily vegetated and
rural with seasonal camps and yearround homes scattered throughout. The
terrain consists of gently rolling hills with
two ponds. Long-distance views of and
from the central portion of Davis Island
are limited because of dense vegetation.
However, there are expansive water views
from the shoreline of Davis Island.
Land use along Cochran and Englebrekt
Roads consists of single-family homes on
approximately 1- to 5-acre parcels of land.
The setting is rural with forested land

and open fields. Similar to Davis Island,
long-distance views of and from the central portion of inland portions of the
Englebrekt Road and Cochran Road areas
are limited because of dense vegetation.
However, there are expansive water views
from properties adjacent to the shoreline
in the vicinity of Englebrekt Road.
3.5.1.3 Communities and
Neighborhoods
The towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb
are both distinct communities. With the
exception of Wiscasset Village, the community of Wiscasset can be classified as
rural. As one moves away from Route 1,
the average parcel size of land increases
and homes are spaced farther apart. Rural
homes located throughout the study area
are generally ranch-style homes.
The community of Edgecomb can be
classified as rural, with the exception of
mixed-use businesses along Route 1. The
average parcel size of land increases and
homes are spaced farther apart as one
moves away from Route 1.
Neighborhoods can be defined as a
group of people living in proximity to
one another. Local roadways, topography, common lot or property size, and architecture help to define neighborhoods.
Neighborhoods in the study area include
one large neighborhood, several small
neighborhoods, and scattered development along roadways (exhibit 3.23)
The largest neighborhood in the
study area is Wiscasset Village. The
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Exhibit 3.21 – Map of Land Use and Land Cover Classifications

Source: MaineDOT, 2006
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Exhibit 3.22 – Zoning

Sources: Wiscasset, 1997, 2006; Edgecomb, 2006
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Exhibit 3.23 – Neighborhoods and Subdivisions

Sources: Wiscasset, 2006
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boundaries for this neighborhood roughly correspond with the Wiscasset Historic
District boundaries. Within Wiscasset
Village, there is an assortment of mixed
uses consisting of residential, commercial, and public and semi-public land
uses. Services catering to residents are a
hardware store, banks, professional offices, law offices, and healthcare providers. Public and semi-public land uses in
Wiscasset Village are churches, Lincoln
County government buildings, Wiscasset
government buildings, and the Wiscasset
post office. Wiscasset Village has a variety of historic and tourist attractions, including the Musical Wonder House, the
Old Powder House, Castle Tuckers, the
Sunken Garden, and the Old Customs
House Arts and Antiques. This neighborhood contains Wiscasset’s “waterfront,”
which consists of a yacht club, town pier,
and landing. The neighborhood is walkable with relatively short blocks and sidewalks. Wiscasset Village is frequented by
residents and tourists.
Other neighborhoods in the study
area in Wiscasset are Bayview Heights
and the Sheepscot Bay and Deer Ridge
housing complexes, which are located
along Route 218, near Polly Clark Cove.
Bayview Heights is a private development
with higher-end single-family homes. The
Deer Ridge housing complex consists of
27 affordable townhouse units for elderly
people. The Sheepscot Bay complex consists of duplexes that provide affordable

housing for individuals who qualify for
housing assistance.
The Clark Point area is developing into
a neighborhood. In addition to some existing homes along Clark’s Point Road, an
approved mixed-use subdivision for Clark
Point is under construction. This development consists of an access road, 54 condominium units in 16 buildings, park areas,
9 house lots, tennis courts, a swimming
pool, and utilities on an approximate 122acre parcel of land.
Although not considered as formal
neighborhoods, scattered residential development has taken place in a linear
fashion along Old Bath Road, Bradford
Road, Willow Lane, Route 218, West
Alna Road, and Old Sheepscot Road in
Wiscasset. Additional residential development dispersed among other development types (i.e., commercial, public,
and agricultural) is present along Route 1
south of Wiscasset Village and Gardiner
Road north of Wiscasset Village.
For future planning purposes, the 2006
Final Draft Wiscasset Comprehensive
Plan identified several large neighborhood planning districts in Wiscasset including the northeast, northwest, south,
downtown, and waterfront neighborhoods (exhibit 3.23). In addition to the
neighborhood planning districts, the
plan acknowledged two linear corridors
where development patterns were different than in the planning areas: the Route
1 corridor south of Wiscasset Village
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and the Gardiner Road corridor north of
Wiscasset Village.
No formal neighborhoods were identified in Edgecomb in the study area.
However, similar to Wiscasset, scattered
residential development has taken place
in a linear fashion along Englebrekt Road,
Eddy Road, and Cochran Road. Additional
residential development interspersed with
commercial development is present along
Route 1 in Edgecomb.
3.5.1.4 Community Facilities and
Services
Educational facilities in the study
area are Wiscasset Middle School and
Sheepscot Valley Children’s House along
Route 218, Wiscasset Primary School,
Wiscasset High School and athletic fields,
the school department bus garage, administrative buildings, and the superintendent’s office on Gardiner Road north
of Wiscasset Village (exhibit 3.24).
Emergency-service facilities in the
study area are the Wiscasset firehouse and
police station on the north side of Route
1, west of Gardiner Road. The fire department has 40 active volunteer firefighters
and the police department employs five
full-time and nine part-time officers. The
average current response time to emergency calls ranges from 3 to 5 minutes
(Emmons, 2006). The Lincoln County
Sheriff ’s Department and the Lincoln
County Courthouse are on Route 1 west
of Gardiner Road in Wiscasset.

Other Wiscasset community facilities are the First Congregational Church,
post office, public library, Lincoln County
government buildings, Boy Scout hall,
American Legion hall, Wiscasset Ancient
Cemetery, and Lincoln Lodge.
Community facilities in Edgecomb
in the study area are the Saint Andrews
Hospital Health Care and Occupational
Health Services adjacent to Route 1,
the Lincoln County Animal Shelter on
Atlantic Highway, and the post office.
3.5.1.5 Tribal Lands
T h e F H WA c o n s u l t e d w i t h t h e
Aroostook Band of Micmacs, the
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians, the
Passamaquoddy Tribe, and the Penobscot
Nation in accordance with 36 CFR Section
800.3 (f )(2) regarding the possible presence of tribally significant resources in
the study area.
The tribes indicated that there were
no known historic sites of cultural and
religious significance to their respective
tribes in the Wiscasset Area of Potential
Effect (APE).
To date, no known NRHP-eligible orlisted tribal properties are known to exist
in the study area. The FHWA will apprise
the tribes of findings.

3.5.2 Are there uncontrolled
petroleum and hazardous wastes
in the study area?
The MaineDOT completed a modified
phase I environmental site assessment

of potential uncontrolled petroleum and
hazardous wastes in the study area in 2000.
The purposes of the assessment were to
identify areas of known or potential environmental impacts to soil and groundwater and to evaluate the possible effect
of these locations on the development of
alternatives. A secondary purpose of the
assessment was to obtain information to
guide future subsurface explorations during the design phase of the project to specific areas with potential or known soil
and groundwater contamination. Future
subsurface explorations would be used to
define the location, type, and concentration of contaminants that could adversely
impact land-acquisition costs, design elements, construction expenses, and worker health and safety.
Data used to complete the assessment
were obtained from various sources: federal and state regulatory databases, interviews with individuals familiar with
the area, and field reconnaissance of the
study area. Information from these efforts suggests that substantial soil and/
or groundwater contamination by petroleum or hazardous substances likely exists at 10 sites in the study area. They are
designated as “contaminated sites of concern” because residual contamination
could affect excavation and construction.
Seven contaminated sites of concern are
in Wiscasset and three are in Edgecomb
(exhibit 3.25). The sites of concern are locations where a volume of hazardous material was released to the environment.

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.24 – Community Facilities

Source: MaineDOT, 2006
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Exhibit 3.25 – Uncontrolled Petroleum and Hazardous Wastes

Sources: Hiller & Associates, July 2000
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With a few exceptions, they do not include minor spills and petroleum releases
of 25 gallons or less. The exception to this
25-gallon threshold is sites where multiple underground storage tanks (USTs) exist or have been present.
The contaminated sites of concern are
generally sites with substantial releases of
petroleum products and hazardous materials from leaking USTs, refueling operations, accidents and spills, and historic
industrial uses. In general, they have undergone some degree of remediation or
source control. The MDEP did not require
many of the sites to be completely remediated because they are in predominantly
commercial or industrial areas in known
contaminated areas where groundwater
would not be used for drinking or where
physical constraints (e.g., roadways and
buildings) prevented complete removal of
the contamination sources.
In addition to the known contaminated
sites of concern, 11 “sites of potential concern” were identified (exhibit 3.26). These
sites warrant mention because their former and/or current land uses and commercial activities may have impacted
soil and groundwater quality. Nine are in
Wiscasset and two are in Edgecomb (exhibit 3.26). Similar sites are likely to exist
in the study area that were not documented in the databases primarily because
their activities and site closure predated
the current regulatory programs and recordkeeping.

3.5.3 What cultural resources are
in the study area?
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as
amended, requires that federal actions
be reviewed for their impact to potentially significant historic resources; the term
“historic” includes architectural and archeological resources. A significant historic resource is one that is either listed or determined eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).
Section 110 of the NHPA outlines the
review criteria for historic properties
that have been determined to be National
Historic Landmarks—an elevated designation that indicates the property is of national importance—and may be adversely
affected by a federal action.
Section 4(f ) of the U.S. Department
of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966
grants special protection to historic sites
and applies only to projects undertaken
by the USDOT. It precludes the use of
historic sites on federal-aid transportation projects unless there is no feasible
and prudent alternative to the use of such
land, and such projects include all possible planning to minimize harm to these
lands.
3.5.3.1 Historic Resources
The study area contains several properties that are either listed or eligible for
the NRHP and one National Historic
Landmark.

3.5.3.1.1 Wiscasset Historic District
(NRHP-Listed; Includes a National
Historic Landmark)
Wiscasset was first settled in the midto late-seventeenth century and was an
active sea port and river port during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The
shipping industry in Wiscasset flourished
in the era after the American Revolution,
and Wiscasset’s prominence as a major
port continued until the early 1800s.
Many of the structures associated with
Wiscasset’s early history remain intact. In
1973, Wiscasset Village and the surrounding waterfront were listed on the NRHP
as the Wiscasset Historic District (exhibit 3.27). Nearly 220 structures have been
identified as contributing properties in
the Wiscasset Historic District (DiPerri,
2000). The Wiscasset Historic District
includes five individually listed properties, one of which is a National Historic
Landmark:
•

•

The Nickels–Sortwell House on Main
Street (a National Historic Landmark):
A three-story, elaborately ornate
mansion designed in the Adamesque
Federal style; built between 1807 and
1812 (Beard and Smith, 1982).
The Wiscasset Jail and Museum on
Route 218: This complex consists of
two separate but attached structures.
The jail is a three-story, granite, rectangular building that was built in 1809.
It consists of two floors of cells and
walls that are up to 40 inches thick.

				

Exhibit 3.26 – Known and Potential Sites of Concern
Site
Property Name
No.

Town

Description

CONTAMINATED SITES OF CONCERN
1

Wiscasset Fuel

Wiscasset

100 gallons of No. 2 fuel oil spilled
on roadside

2

Wiscasset Quick Stop

Wiscasset

51 gallons of gasoline spilled at fuel
pump island; 12 cubic yards of soil
removed

3

Wiscasset Middle School

Wiscasset

120 cubic yards of oily soil removed
after leaking UST removed

4

Lincoln County Sheriff’s Department

Wiscasset

Fuel odors reported in basement of
County Courthouse; UST and contaminated soil removed

5

M.W. Sewall — Wiscasset Texaco

Wiscasset

40 cubic yards of soil removed with
six USTs; soils with less than 500 ppm
remained on-site

6

Wiscasset Redemption Center

Wiscasset

51 gallons of No. 2 fuel oil lost due to
leaky filter

7

Ace Hardware

Wiscasset

50 gallons of diesel fuel spilled

8

Nissen Bakery

Edgecomb

66 gallons of diesel fuel spilled at
Sheepscot River bridge

9

White Horse Inn

Unknown volume of diesel fuel
leaked from punctured truck tank in
Edgecomb
1984; UST removed in 1988; 72 cubic
yards of oily soil for disposal

10

MaineDOT Garage

Edgecomb

50 gallons of diesel fuel spilled during tank overfill

SITES OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
A

Pro Body Works

Wiscasset

Uses hazardous materials and generates hazardous waste on-site

B

Bob’s Exxon

Wiscasset

UST in use; history of an oil spill

C

John W. Christie

Wiscasset

UST previously used

D

Hagget Garage

Wiscasset

UST previously used

E

Hagget Garage

Wiscasset

USTs previously used; history of oil
spill

F

Town Works Garage

Wiscasset

USTs in use; history of oil spills

G

Wiscasset Bus Garage

Wiscasset

USTs in use

H

Wiscasset High School

Wiscasset

USTs in use

I

Wiscasset Primary School

Wiscasset

UST in use

J

Edgecomb Service Center (CITGO)

Edgecomb USTs in use

K

M.W. Sewall and Company

Edgecomb USTs previously used

Source: Hiller & Associates, July 2000
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Exhibit 3.27 – Historic and Archeological Resources

Sources: MaineDOT, 2007; Maine Historic Preservation Commission, 2007
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•

•

•

The third floor functioned as a dormitory for debtors, women, and people with mental illness. The abutting
Jailer’s House was erected in 1837,
out of bricks, and replaced an earlier house that had burned (Beard and
Smith, 1982).
The U.S. Customs House and Post
Office–Old Courthouse on Water
Street: A two-story, Italianate brick
and granite building that dates from
1870. It originally served as a customs
house and post office but has been
used as a residence and gift shop since
the 1960s (Beard and Smith, 1982).
The Red Brick School on Warren Street:
A two-story building that was constructed of handmade “mud bricks”
in 1807 by the citizens of Wiscasset. A
French cupola adorns its roof (Beard
and Smith, 1982).
The Captain George Scott House on
Route 218: A two-and-a-half story
brick residence built in the Italianate
style. The octagonal building with
sandstone and granite lintels and sills
was built in 1855 for the famous shipmaster, George Scott, and his wife
(Beard and Smith, 1982).

In 2006, the MHPC and the MaineDOT
identified three additional contributing elements to the Wiscasset Historic District:
two in the Willow Lane/Churchill Street
area and one on Bradford Road. The
MHPC verified the continued eligibility

of the Sortwell Farm despite its partial destruction in a 2005 fire.
•

•

•

•

Willow Lane: A one-story, five-bay,
Federal-period cape clad in wood
shingles with a one-story ell projecting to the rear (Property 190) (MHPC;
April 10, 2006).
Willow Lane: A two-story, five-bay,
Federal-period house sheathed in
clapboards and featuring a central
entrance, with several nineteenthand twentieth-century additions projecting to the rear and north sides
(Property 191) (MHPC; April 10,
2006).
16 Bradford Road: A two-story,
five-bay, Federal-style frame dwelling sheathed in clapboards. It features a hip roof and two brick chimneys. The front entrance consists of
a paneled door flanked by sidelights
and surmounted by an elliptical fan.
A two-story, L-shaped, hip-roofed ell
extends to the rear, beyond which is a
detached gable-roofed barn (MHPC;
August 25, 2006).
Sortwell Farm: Originally a collection of nineteenth-century buildings,
including the main house, attached
barn, and wagon shed, with farmland. The main house was destroyed
by fire in 2005. However, the attached
two-and-a-half-story barn and oneand-a-half-story wagon shed, both
clapboard-sided with gambrel roofs,
were unharmed. The MHPC and the

MaineDOT determined that sufficient integrity remained to justify this
property’s continuing status as a contributing element to the historic district (Maine SHPO; July 26, 2005).

3.5.3.1.2 Sheepscot River Bridge, No.
50.49 (NRHP-Eligible)
The Sheepscot River Bridge, a steel
railroad bascule bridge that crosses the
Sheepscot River near Clark Point, has
been determined eligible for inclusion on
the NRHP for its distinctive design characteristics. The draw-span bridge consists
of two Warren through-trusses and a 400foot main span that appears to be a variant of the Pennsylvania design. The bridge
uses a Scherzer draw span, a design that
employs a counterweight to lift the main
span (MHPC; September 14, 1998).
3.5.3.1.3 Fort Edgecomb (NRHP-Listed)
Fort Edgecomb is located on the southern tip of Davis Island and is a state historic site and park. It is of national significance due to its fine degree of preservation
and the relative rarity of other intact forts
of this size or genre. Fort Edgecomb was
constructed on the banks of the Sheepscot
River in the early 1800s to protect the
shipping interests of Wiscasset. In addition to the surviving blockhouse, several
associated structures—mainly represented by archeological remains—are included in this NRHP site.

				

3.5.3.1.4 Individual Edgecomb
Properties (NRHP-Eligible)
The MHPC and the MaineDOT have
identified two properties eligible for listing
on the NRHP adjacent to Fort Edgecomb:

•

•

The survey confirmed the presence of
seven known prehistoric and historic archeological resources and identified 13
new sites.
More detailed archeological investigations were conducted on these sites to determine their NRHP eligibility as well as
their overall geographic extent. This work
was carried out during the summer of
2006 as part of the Phases I and II archeological survey work. It entailed digging
test pits, limited data recovery, additional
documentary research, artifact identification, and age analyses.
Additional laboratory work is required
to finalize eligibility determinations for five
of the sites (MHPC; October 13, 2006). The
FHWA, the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO), and the MaineDOT have
executed a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA), dated May 25, 2006, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) to allow
for phased identification and evaluation of
these sites. Eligibility determinations and
levels of effect will be determined for all
sites and the results would be included in
the FEIS. The following is a list of archeological resources and tentative NRHP determinations made to date:

•

Property 141-0006: A one-and-ahalf-story, five-bay cape with a pair of
gable-roofed dormers, center chimney, and recessed one-story wing; a
detached English-style barn is also on
the property (MHPC; April 4, 2006)
Property 141-0007: A two-and-ahalf-story, five-bay dwelling with a
Federal-style fanlight above the front
door, including a wraparound porch
and a trio of dormers on the front elevation—indicating that the building
was used as a summer tourist house
during the late-nineteenth century
(MHPC; April 14, 2006)

3.5.3.2 Archeological Resources
MHPC staff performed a Phase 0 archeological survey of the study area in July
2000 (MHPC, January 2001). The purposes of the survey were to:
•

•

•

identify landforms that conform to
prehistoric site-location models and
test the most promising
revisit previously identified archeological sites and record their current
status
access coastal portions that had not
been professionally surveyed

•

conduct a walkover survey of shorelines and old roads for historic sites
find previously listed historic archeological sites with unidentified locations
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Prehistoric archeology sites:
Site 26.10: not eligible
Site 26.12: not eligible
Site 26.13: potentially eligible
Site 26.54: potentially eligible
Site 26.56: eligible
Site 26.57: not eligible
Site 26.58: eligible
Site 26.59: eligible
Site 26.60: eligible
Site 26.61: not eligible
Site 26.62: not eligible
Site 26.63: not eligible
Site 26.64: potentially eligible
Historic archeology sites:
brickyard site (ME141-026): not
eligible
Sheldon Site (ME491-052):
potentially eligible
Sutter Mill Dam (ME491-001):
eligible
unidentified dam (ME141-027): not
eligible
Unidentified cellar hole (ME141-028):
potentially eligible
unnamed site (ME141-031): not
eligible
Walker Site (ME141-029): potentially
eligible

3.5.3.2.1 Prehistoric Archeological
Properties
There are seven eligible or potentially eligible prehistoric archaeoligical sites
tentatively identified in the study area
(exhibit 3.27; note that the prehistoric ar-

cheological sites are displayed as hatched
areas to protect their exact locations).
Recovered materials consist of shell-midden debris, pottery shards, stone tools,
flakes, and animal bones. Five of the sites
date from the Ceramic Period, approximately 1000 B.C. to 1500 A.D. Two of
the sites have preserved materials from
the Susquehanna Tradition, ranging from
2000 B.C. to 1000 B.C.
3.5.3.2.2 Historic Archeological
Properties
There are three eligible or potentially
eligible historic archeological sites tentatively identified in the study area (exhibit
3.27; note that the historic archaeological sites are displayed as hatched areas to
protect their exact locations). The Sutter
Mill Dam dates from the eighteenth century and was constructed of heavy timbers
with mortised holes for upright members
and a board facing (A. Spiess; September
1, 2006). Its significance is derived from
being the earliest tidal dam in Maine (L.
Cranmer; November 3, 2006). The Sheldon
Site consists of structural remains of a cellar with evidence of a larger building outside the cellar walls. Numerous artifacts,
including gun flints, have also been recovered (MHPC; October 13, 2006). The
Walker Site dates from the mid-nineteenth century and represents a domestic site that has a preserved foundation,
ceramics, and several hand-forged nails
(MHPC; October 13, 2006).
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3.5.4 What public parks and
recreation lands are in the study
area?
For federally aided transportation projects, public parks, and recreational properties are afforded consideration and protection. Section 4(f ) of the USDOT Act
of 1966 grants special protection to public parks and recreational areas and wildlife and waterfowl refuges; it applies only
to projects undertaken by the USDOT.
Section 4(f ) precludes the use of these
types of properties unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of
such land, and such projects include all
possible planning to minimize harm to
these lands.
To be afforded consideration and protection under Section 4(f ), recreational
properties must be publicly owned, open
to the public as a whole, and determined
significant by the official with jurisdiction
over that property. If the property is private, not open to the general public (e.g.,
a municipal beach only open to town residents), or deemed insignificant by the official with jurisdiction, the property does

not qualify for protection under Section
4(f ). However, all such determinations
are subject to review by the FHWA, and
the final decision on the applicability of
Section 4(f ) is made by the FHWA.
Properties afforded consideration and
protection under Section 4(f ) in the study
area are Fort Edgecomb and several recreational facilities. Fort Edgecomb is a stateowned historic park on Davis Island in
Edgecomb. It is managed by the MDOC’s
Bureau of Parks and Lands and includes
picnic grounds overlooking the Sheepscot
River. The recreational facilities in the
study area that qualify for consideration
and protection under Section 4(f ) are the
Wiscasset Community Center; Wiscasset
ball field and playground; and playgrounds
and ball fields at the three public schools—
Wiscasset High School, Wiscasset Middle
School, and Wiscasset Primary School.
The town pier and landing in downtown
Wiscasset adjacent to Route 1 provide
public access to the Sheepscot River.
Section 6(f ) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LAWCON) Act of
1965 affords consideration and protec-

Exhibit 3.28 – Population
1970

1980

1990

2000

tion to recreational areas that have been
purchased or improved with LAWCON
funds. According to the MDOC, one recreational facility in the study area received
federal funds from the LAWCON and is
subject to protection under Section 6(f )
of the LAWCON Act. This federal funding assistance was provided for the recreational site that encompasses the grounds
of Wiscasset High School on Route 27,
including tennis courts, a track, a soccer
field, and baseball and softball fields.
Because none of the parks and recreational properties are within the proposed
right-of-way of the build alternatives,
there has been no further consultation
with officials regarding ownership, public
access, or significance of the resource.

3.5.5 What are economic
conditions like in the study area?
3.5.5.1 Population, Demographics, and
Labor Force
In 2000, Wiscasset had 3,603 residents
and Edgecomb had 1,090 residents (exhibit 3.28). In the decade from 1990 to
2000, population increased in both towns

Percent
Change
1970-1980

Percent
Change
1980-1990

Percent
Change
1990-2000

Wiscasset

2,244

2,832

3,339

3,603

26.2

17.9

7.9

Edgecomb

549

841

993

1,090

53.2

18.1

9.8

Lincoln County

20,537

25,691

30,357

33,616

25.1

18.2

10.7

Maine

992,048

1,125,043

1,227,928

1,274,923

13.4

9.1

3.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004
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by approximately 7.9 and 9.8 percent, respectively. Population growth rates in the
two towns were similar to Lincoln County
and greater than Maine. Over time, population growth has slowed in Wiscasset
and Edgecomb: the two towns saw large
increases in population from 1970 to
1980, but growth rates have slowed in recent decades. This trend matches growth
patterns in Lincoln County and Maine.
Half of Wiscasset residents and 48.3
percent of Edgecomb residents are male.
In Lincoln County and Maine, approximately 48.8 and 48.7 percent of residents are male, respectively (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2004).
In 2000, the median age for Lincoln
County residents was 42.6 years, older
than Maine’s median age of 38.6 years
and the national median age of 35.3 years.
Wiscasset residents’ median age was 39.2
years, close to Maine’s median age. In
contrast, Edgecomb residents had an older median age of 43.9 years (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2004).
A key factor that can affect population
growth and determine the types of services required is the distribution of the
total population according to the age of
residents. The age group with the highest
percentage of the overall population for
Wiscasset, Lincoln County, and Maine is
between the ages of 20 and 44 years (exhibit 3.29). People in this age group are
most frequently engaged in forming new
households and raising children. This age
cohort is the basic segment of the popu-

Exhibit 3.29 – Age Distribution by Percentage
19 Years
and
Younger

20 to 44
Years

45 to 64
Years

65 Years
and Older

Wiscasset

27.2

33.0

26.7

13.1

Edgecomb

24.6

27.4

31.5

16.4

Lincoln County

24.6

29.1

28.1

Maine

26.2

34.6

24.8

Exhibit 3.30 – Educational Attainment
Percent High School
Diploma (Includes
Equivalency)

Percent
Associate’s/
Bachelor’s
Degree

Percent
Graduate/
Professional
Degree

Wiscasset

88.4

20.4

6.3

18.1

Edgecomb

94.1

31.6

14.8

14.3

Lincoln County

88.0

23.5

9.8

Maine

85.3

22.2

7.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004

lation that comprises the labor force and
most frequently engages in home buying
or building. The age group with the highest percentage of Edgecomb’s population
is between 45 and 64 years. In comparison to Edgecomb, Lincoln County and
Maine have a higher proportion of people
older than 65.
The levels of educational attainment in
Wiscasset were similar to Lincoln County
and Maine levels; the levels in Edgecomb
are substantially higher than Lincoln
County and Maine (exhibit 3.30). Greater
proportions of people in Edgecomb obtained high school diplomas and college,
graduate, or professional degrees than in
Lincoln County and Maine.

From 1990 to 2000, the number of housing units in Wiscasset and Edgecomb increased approximately 10 percent (i.e.,
54 units) and 16 percent (i.e., 226 units),
respectively. In comparison, the number
of housing units in Lincoln County and
Maine increased approximately 19 and
11 percent, respectively (exhibit 3.31).
Most housing units in the study area are
owner-occupied, single-family residences. Wiscasset has a small percentage (i.e.,
3.4 percent) of seasonal, recreational, or
occasional-use homes. Edgecomb has a
substantial percentage (i.e., 15.6 percent)
of seasonal, recreational, or occasionaluse homes included in its housing stock,
whereas both Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Exhibit 3.31 – Housing

Wiscasset
Edgecomb
Lincoln County
Maine

(exhibit 3.32). The closure of the Maine
Yankee power plant resulted in a substantial tax revenue loss to the town of
Wiscasset (Town of Wiscasset, 2006).

have smaller percentages of such secondary homes when compared to Lincoln
County, where more than a quarter (i.e.,
28.1 percent) of the housing units are
seasonal, recreational, or occasional-use
homes.
There are two affordable housing developments in the study area: the Sheepscot
Bay complex and the Deer Ridge housing
complex (see section 3.5.1.3).
3.5.5.2 Assessed Value and Tax Base
During 2004, the equalized tax rate
per $1,000 of real estate value was $16.25
for Wiscasset and $19.50 for Edgecomb.
The combined tax base of the two communities is approximately $537.8 million

Housing Units,
1990

Housing Units,
2000

Percent Change
1990–2000

Percent
Occupied,
2000

Percent
OwnerOccupied,
2000

Percent
Seasonal,
Recreational,
Occasional Use

1,386

1,612

16.3

91.3

76.7

3.4

518

572

10.4

81.5

86.9

15.6

17,538

20,849

18.9

67.9

83.0

28.1

587,045

651,901

11.0

79.5

71.6

15.6

3.5.5.3 Employment and Industry
Trends
In 2000, the majority of Wiscasset residents were employed in three industry
sectors: 21.0 percent in services and public administration; 19.3 percent in educational, health, and social services; and 15.9
percent in wholesale and retail trade. The
majority of Edgecomb residents were employed in the same three industry sectors:
services and public administration (19.4
percent); educational, health, and social
services (19.4 percent); and wholesale and
retail trade (16.3 percent) (exhibit 3.33).
The manufacturing sector also employs a
substantial percentage of Wiscasset and
Edgecomb residents (11.6 and 9.9 percent, respectively).
The 1997 closure of the Maine Yankee
power plant resulted in the loss of between 450 and 500 utilities-sector jobs
in the region (Chester, 2000; Norton and

Exhibit 3.32 – Tax Base
Municipality

State Valuation of
Property (2004)

Wiscasset

$448.7 million

Edgecomb

$89.1 million

Source: Maine Revenue Service, Property
Tax Division

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004
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Exhibit 3.33 – Employment by Industry
Wiscasset

Edgecomb

Exhibit 3.34 – Labor Force

Lincoln
County

Maine

Labor Force

% of Persons 16
Years and Older
in Labor Force

2,095

74.1%

2.7%

568

66.0%

2.4%

16,985

63.0%

2.7%

659,360

65.3%

3.1%

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining

3.9%

5.7%

6.4%

2.6%

Construction

9.5%

8.6%

9.0%

6.9%

Wiscasset

Manufacturing

11.6%

9.9%

12.7%

14.2%

Edgecomb

Wholesale and retail trade

15.9%

16.3%

15.0%

17.0%

Lincoln County

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

4.6%

3.3%

3.2%

4.3%

Information

1.4%

1.1%

2.1%

2.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004

Exhibit 3.35 – Income Levels

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing

4.8%

7.3%

4.7%

6.2%

Services and public administration1

21.0%

19.4%

17.8%

16.0%

Educational, health, and social services

19.3%

19.4%

22.3%

23.2%

7.9%

9.0%

6.7%

7.1%

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services
1

Includes professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste-management services, other services, and public administration.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004.

McGough, 2002). Many power-plant
employees were residents of Wiscasset
and Edgecomb. In 2000, 4.6 percent of
Wiscasset residents and 3.3 percent of
Edgecomb residents were employed in
the transportation, warehousing and utilities sector—a total of approximately 111
jobs (exhibit 3.33).
Industry employment trends are similar in Wiscasset, Edgecomb, Lincoln
County, and Maine. Many small businesses in Wiscasset and Edgecomb are dependent on tourism. Approximately 20 percent of businesses operate on a seasonal
basis, closing for eight weeks or more in
January, February, and March. These businesses earn the largest portion of their income during the months of July, August,
and September.
Most professionals with salaried jobs
commute to outlying areas, including
Bath, Brunswick, and Augusta. The com-

muting time to Bath is approximately 30
minutes; to Brunswick, approximately 40
minutes; and to Augusta, approximately 50 minutes. These commuting times
increase when traffic volumes increase
along Route 1 during the summer.
The labor force is defined as persons 16
years of age or older who are either employed or unemployed and actively seeking employment. In 2000, Wiscasset’s
percentage of the adult population in the
labor force (74.1 percent) was higher than
Lincoln County (63.0 percent) or Maine
(65.3 percent). Approximately two thirds
of the adult population is represented in
the labor force in Edgecomb (66.0 percent) (exhibit 3.34).
In 2000, Wiscasset and Edgecomb experienced low rates of unemployment
(2.7 and 2.4 percent, respectively), similar to Lincoln County and Maine (2.7 and
3.1 percent, respectively) (exhibit 3.34).
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Unemployment increased slightly in the
region between 2000 and 2005. The Maine
Department of Labor collects information on employment by labor market area
(LMA), a designation based on regional
employment centers. Wiscasset is in the
Brunswick LMA and Edgecomb is in the
Boothbay LMA. In 2005, average unemployment in the Boothbay LMA was 4.5
percent; in the Brunswick LMA, it was
4.3 percent. Lincoln County’s 2005 unemployment rate was similar at 4.3 percent
(Maine Department of Labor, 2005).
In 1990, median household income levels in Wiscasset ($29,397) and Edgecomb
($32,670) were higher than Lincoln County
($28,373) and Maine ($27,854). In 2000,
median household income in Wiscasset
($37,378) fell relative to Lincoln County
($38,656) and Maine ($37,240). However,
median household income in Edgecomb
($43,833) remained approximately 12 to

Maine

Median Household Income

Unemployment
Rate

Per Capita Income

1990

2000

1990

2000

Wiscasset

$29,397

$37,378

$12,260

$18,233

Edgecomb

$32,670

$43,833

$16,289

$23,788

Lincoln County

$28,373

$38,656

$13,497

$20,760

Maine

$27,854

$37,240

$12,957

$19,533

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004

15 percent higher than Lincoln County
and Maine (exhibit 3.35).
In 2000, the per capita income level
in Wiscasset ($18,233) was lower than
Lincoln County ($20,760) and Maine
($19,533); 1990 levels were similar. Per
capita income levels in Edgecomb in both
1990; ($16,289) and 2000 ($23,788) were
higher than Lincoln County ($13,497 in
1990; $20,760 in 2000) and Maine ($12,957
in 1990, $19,533 in 2000) (exhibit 3.35).

3.5.6 Are there minority and
disadvantaged populations in the
study area?
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority and
Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse hu-

man health or environmental effects that
its programs, policies, and activities may
have on minority and low-income populations.
A minority is defined under EO 12898
as an individual or individuals who are
of American Indian or Alaskan Native;
Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of
Hispanic origin; or Hispanic racial heritage. Minority populations are defined as
those where either (a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50
percent or (b) the minority population
percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population
or other appropriate unit of geographic
analysis.
USDOT Order 5610.2 (DOT Order to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority

3 · Affected Environment
Exhibit 3.36 – Racial and Ethnic Distribution
Percent Minority Persons

Percent Hispanic of Any Race

Wiscasset

2.0

0.7

Edgecomb

1.3

0.1

Lincoln County

1.5

0.5

Maine

3.1

0.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004

Populations and Low-Income Populations)
and the FHWA Order 6640.23 (FHWA
Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations) provide guidance on the implementation of EO 12898 for transportation projects.
The study-area population is predominantly White. Approximately 2.0 percent
of Wiscasset’s population (72 people)
and 1.3 percent of Edgecomb’s population (14 people) are minority persons. In
comparison, approximately 1.5 percent
(504 people) of Lincoln County residents
and 3.1 percent (39,522 people) of Maine
residents are minority persons (exhibit
3.36). The small minority population in
the study area consists of various racial
groups, with no one predominant group.
Wiscasset’s proportion of Hispanic persons is similar to Lincoln County and
Maine. The proportion of Hispanic per-

Exhibit 3.37 – Poverty Level

sons of any race is lower in Edgecomb
than in Lincoln County or Maine (exhibit
3.36). There are no concentrated populations of minorities in the study area.
Low-income persons and populations
were identified based on poverty data
from the 2000 U.S. Census. Generally,
low-income populations are identified by
a group of low-income persons living in
geographic proximity to one another or a
set of individuals that experiences common conditions or environmental exposure.
In 2000, Wiscasset had a slightly higher percentage of people living below the
poverty level (12.5 percent) than Lincoln
County and Maine (10.0 and 10.6 percent,
respectively). In contrast, Edgecomb had
a substantially lower percentage of people living below the poverty level (4.3 percent) than Lincoln County and Maine (exhibit 3.37).

Number of People Below
Poverty Level

Percent Below Poverty Level

Wiscasset

450

12.5

Edgecomb

47

4.3

3,375

10.0

135,501

10.6

Lincoln County
Maine

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2004
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4

Environmental
Consequences

4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the impacts for
the No-build and build alternatives retained for further consideration. The impacts were identified using the conceptual
design of the build alternatives and fully
developed for 2030. The resources for
which no impacts are expected are not included in this chapter. These resources are
physical geography, surficial geology, water supplies, wild and scenic rivers, tribal lands, and uncontrolled or hazardous
wastes. Potential Measures to mitigate
adverse impacts have been identified. A
summary of mitigation measures is provided at the end of this chapter.
The build alternatives have the same
alignment from Old Bath Road to
Gardiner Road, which is referred to as
N2. The MaineDOT assessed the potential impacts from the build alternatives
from Route 1 in Wiscasset to Route 1 in
Edgecomb; the impacts of N2 are not assessed nor presented separately.

4.2 What are the impacts to
natural features of the study
area?
4.2.1 What are the impacts to
physical features of the study
area?
4.2.1.1 Soils and Farmland
The No-build Alternative would not
impact lands in agricultural production
and farmland soils.
The build alternatives would impact approximately 0.2 acre (0.1 percent) of land
in agricultural production on the Morris
Farm and other areas that were originally
identified as farmland soils but have since
been developed (exhibit 4.1). Much of the
area originally identified as farmland soils
has been converted to nonfarm uses.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact
57 acres of farmland soils or other soils.
There are approximately 0.6 acre of prime
farmland soil, 40.64 acres of farmland
of statewide importance, and 15.8 acres
of other soils that would be impacted by
Alternative N2/N8c.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact 82.6 acres of farmland soils or other
soils. There are approximately 4.1 acres of
prime farmland soil, 48.4 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 30.1
acres of other soils that would be impacted by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would impact 89.9 acres of farmland soils or other
soils. There are approximately 4.8 acres of

prime farmland soil, 48.1 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 37
acres of other soils that would be impacted by Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2.
Alternative N2/N2h would impact
89.7 acres of farmland soils or other soils.

There are approximately 1.7 acres of
prime farmland soil, 46.6 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 41.4
acres of other soils that would be impacted by Alternative N2/N2h.

Direct impacts — The immediate effects on the social, economic, and

physical environment caused by the construction and operation of a highway;
these impacts are usually experienced within the right-of-way or in the immediate vicinity of the highway or other project element.

Secondary (or indirect) impacts — The impacts that are caused by

the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Secondary impacts may include induced changes to landuse patterns, population density or growth rate, and related effects on natural
systems, including ecosystems.

Cumulative impacts —

The impacts on the environment that result
from the incremental impact of a project when added to other past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.

Acres of Prime
Farmland Soil Within
ROW (ac.)

Farmland of Statewide
Importance Soils
Within ROW (ac.)

Total *

No-build

0

0

0

N2/N8c

0.6

40.6

57.0

N2/N2h/N2f-1

4.1

48.4

82.6

N2/N2h/N2f-2

4.8

48.1

89.9

N2/N2h

1.7

46.6

89.7

N2/N2a/N2h

3.2

50.3

100.8

Source: MaineDOT, September 2006
Notes: *Totals do not correspond to acreage total for land uses because waterbody acreages were not
included in farmland soil calculations.
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4.1 Introduction
4.2 What are the impacts to natural
features of the study area?

Exhibit 4.1 – Farmland Soils and Farm Impacts
Alternative

Chapter 4 provides a scientific and
analytic discussion of the environmental consequences and potential mitigation measures resulting from the alternatives retained for detailed study. The
discussion includes the environmental
impacts of the alternatives; the adverse
environmental effects that cannot be
avoided if the project is implemented;
the relationship between short-term
uses of the human environment and
the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity; and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments
of resources that would be involved
in the project if it is implemented (40
CFR part 1502.16).

4.3 What are the impacts to air quality
and noise?
4.4 What are the impacts to roads
and other transportation
components?
4.5 What are the impacts to social and
economic conditions?
(continued on next page)
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4.8 What is the irreversible and
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4.9 What are the secondary and
cumulative effects?
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Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would impact 100.8 acres of farmland soils or other
soils. There are approximately 3.2 acres of
prime farmland soil, 50.3 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 47.3
acres of other soils that would be impacted by Alternative N2/N2a/N2h.
The No-build and build alternatives
would not result in a substantial impact
to farmland and farming operations. The
MaineDOT, the FHWA, and the NRCS
performed an analysis of the potential impacts of the build alternatives to farmland
and farming operations in accordance
with the FPPA; form NRCS-CPA-106 was
completed. The build alternatives result
in scores of 118 and 120 out of a possible 260. Because the scores for the build
alternatives are below 160, no further co-

ordination is required to demonstrate
compliance with the FPPA (MaineDOT,
February 2007).

4.2.2 What are the impacts to
aquatic resources?
The water quality of aquatic resources
is important for both the natural and human environments. High water quality is
needed to maintain high habitat quality
and good potable water supplies. Impacts
to aquatic resources result from:
•
•
•

•

Impacts from the footprint of the
roadway
construction of stream crossings
impacts from the introduction of contaminants from roadway runoff into
surface water such as sediments or
chemical deposits from vehicles and/
or winter highway maintenance
physical alteration of hydrologic flows
such as rechanneling surface runoff or
blasting

4.2.2.1 Surface Water Resources
Impacts to surface water resources can
result from:
•

•
•

new impervious area increasing contaminants or sediments carried in
surface runoff
stream filling or rechanneling of surface water crossings
development in stream corridors and
reduction in buffers of streams and
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waterways that would impact the ability of the buffer to treat stormwater
The No-build and build alternatives are
not expected to cause a change in the water quality classification, currently Class B
for Freshwater and Class SB for tidal waters.
New impervious areas do not absorb
or retard the rate of water flow, but rather convey stormwater in channels that increase the potential for non-point source
pollution. Water from storms that is not
absorbed into the ground is discharged
into surface water at a higher rate; higher
discharge rates, combined with smooth
paved surfaces, increase the likelihood of
sediments entering the stream systems.
Sedimentation impacts habitat quality.
New stream crossings increase nonpoint source discharge during construction and, over the long term, may alter
stream and floodplain hydrology. The likelihood that waterborne pollutants would
end up in surface water is determined by
the proximity of the new impervious area
to the surface water. Increasing impervious areas within 500 feet of a stream may
increase peak flow rates of runoff into the
stream and lead to alteration of the stream
morphology. It also reduces the area available to attenuate materials that are washed
off the roadway from a storm, which leads
to sedimentation (exhibit 4.2).
The No-build and build alternatives
would increase the impervious area within the study area by less than 1 percent

Exhibit 4.2 – Summary of Impacts to Groundwater and Surface Water
Impact
Category

No-build
Alternative

Alternative
N2/N8c

Alternative
N2/N2h/
N2f-1

Alternative
N2/N2h/
N2f-2

Alternative
N2/N2h

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h

Impervious
area (ac./%
increase
within
study area)

<1/0%

22/0.6%

30/0.8%

31/0.9%

32/0.9%

35/1.10%

Number
of stream
crossings

0

4

4

5

5

5

Linear feet
of stream
impacted

0

535

745

909

919

956

Linear feet
of alternative within
500 feet of
stream

0

17,564

17,251

17,924

19,075

22,947

and result in rechanneling less than 1 percent of the 45,715 linear feet of streams in
the study area. Water-quality impacts are
assessed in terms of stream crossings, linear feet of stream affected, new impervious layer, and disturbance within 500 feet
of a stream. The alternatives have been
ranked in terms of their combined impacts to these four issues.
The No-build alternative would not
have any additional impacts to streams.
Of the build alternatives, alternative N2/
N8c would add the least amount of new
impervious area (22 acres) to the study
area and would add 17,564 linear feet of
road within 500 feet of four streams in
Wiscasset. Three of the streams occur on
N2 between Route 1 and Gardiner Road;
along this section, Polly Clark Stream is
crossed twice. The fourth stream is be-

tween Gardiner Road and the Sheepscot
River. Of the five build alternatives,
Alternative N2/N8c has the least impact
to surface water resources.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would add
30 acres of impervious area to the study
area and would add 17,251 linear feet
of road within a 500-foot buffer of four
streams. Three of the streams occur on
N2 between Route 1 and Gardiner Road
and one occurs between Gardiner Road
and West Alna Road in Wiscasset; Polly
Clark Stream is crossed twice. Of the five
build alternatives, Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 ranks second in impacts to water
quality.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would add
31 acres of impervious area to the study
area and would add 17,924 linear feet of
roadway within a 500-foot buffer of five
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streams in seven locations. Three of the
stream crossings occur on N2 between
Route 1 and Gardiner Road in Wiscasset,
along which Polly Clark Stream is crossed
twice. One other stream occurs between
Gardiner Road and West Alna Road.
The other stream crossing is adjacent to
Englebrekt Road. The alternative crosses
the buffer only of the seventh stream location at the eastern end of this alternative in Edgecomb. Of the five build alternatives, Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 ranks
third in impacts to water quality.
Alternative N2/N2h would add 32
acres of impervious area to the study area
and would add 19,075 linear feet of road
within a 500-foot buffer of five streams
in six locations. Three of the streams occur on N2 between Route 1 and Gardiner
Road in Wiscasset and where Polly Clark
Stream is crossed twice. One other stream
in Wiscasset occurs between Gardiner
Road and West Alna Road in Wiscasset.
In Edgecomb, one stream is adjacent to
Englebrekt Road. The alternative crosses
the buffer of only the fifth stream at the
eastern end of the alternative. Of the five
build alternatives, Alternative N2/N2h
ranks fourth in impacts to water quality.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would add 35
acres of impervious area to the study area
and 22,947 linear feet of road within a
500-foot buffer of five streams in seven locations. Three of the streams occur on N2
between Route 1 and Gardiner Road in
Wiscasset. One other stream is between
Gardiner Road and West Alna Road in

Wiscasset and where Polly Clark Stream
is crossed three times, including a tidal section west of Clark Point. The other
streams occur in Edgecomb; one stream is
adjacent to Englebrekt Road. The alternative crosses the buffer of a seventh stream
at the eastern end of the alternative in
Edgecomb. Of the five build alternatives,
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would have the
greatest impact to water quality.
Impacts to surface water by the build alternatives would be minimized by the use
of MaineDOT best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and sedimentation
control. These practices would minimize
clearing and erosion within 500 feet buffer of the stream. This would avoid sedimentation from construction activities.
The use of permanent BMPs would also
avoid long-term sedimentation and other stormwater runoff from affecting the
stream and the area within 500 feet of
it. Maintaining a vegetated buffer would
minimize impacts by absorbing contaminants.
It is expected that increased turbidity
would occur during installation of culverts. This turbidity would be temporary and minimized by best management
practices.
4.2.2.2 Groundwater Water Resources
Impacts to groundwater quality and
quantity result from:
•

increased impervious areas reducing
the the ability of the ground to absorb

•

water and replenish groundwater supplies
introduction of contaminants into
groundwater

The build alternatives would not change
the groundwater classification from its
current Class GW-A ranking
New impervious areas impact groundwater-recharge capacities. A roadway
in a new location would introduce contaminants to an area where currently no
transportation facilities or other sources
exist. In terms of potable water supplies,
impacts from runoff have not been quantified in Maine because, to date, impacts
from existing roads have not been a widespread problem. In Wiscasset, most water
supplies are from bedrock wells; roadway
contaminants are washed into coastal waters and often diluted before contact with
groundwater used as drinking water.
The No-build Alternative would not
impact groundwater. It would result in
a minor increase of impervious area but
would not result in the introduction of
contaminants from runoff. There would
be no change in the existing hydrologic
patterns.
The build alternatives would add impervious surfaces (exhibit 4.2). The new impervious surfaces would reduce the area
available to absorb runoff into groundwater. Bridges were not assessed as impervious areas because they are over waterways that do not recharge groundwater.
The use of anti-icing and de-icing ma-

				

terials for winter maintenance is not expected to impact the availability of potable water supplies. Current practices with
the distribution, timing, and frequency
of the application of anti-icing and de-icing materials would minimize impacts to
the groundwater regime. In the unlikely
event that a localized issue is observed,
the MaineDOT would implement corrective actions as mandated by state law (23
MRSA § 652).
The build alternatives would be controlled-access highways. At the termini of
the build alternatives, new businesses and
services may be built, which would add
impervious areas (see section 4.9).
Impacts to water quality would be minimized. MaineDOT BMPs are designed to
prevent sedimentation. Their use would
be monitored and failures corrected. The
MaineDOT has standard procedures to
ensure that potable water supplies are
not impacted. If there is an impact, the
MaineDOT would apply corrective actions.
4.2.2.3 Floodplains
Floodplains are areas that store floodwaters during high flows and storm surges. Impacts to floodplains result from:

Exhibit 4.3 – Floodplain Impacts
Floodplain
Impacts (ac.)

•
•

the reduction of flood storage from
filling
the increase in tailwater elevations at
stream crossings

Raising the tailwater would increase
the likelihood of flooding or saturating
upstream areas. Presidential EO 11988,
signed on May 24, 1977, prevents the development of structures that would increase flood levels at adjacent properties
in flood zones or floodway areas.
The No-build Alternative would not
impact floodplains.
The build alternatives would cross the
Sheepscot River and, with the exception
of Alternative N2/N8c, a tidal portion of
Polly Clark Stream. The build alternatives
would be designed to comply with EO
11988 and to avoid impacting upstream
or downstream flooding characteristics.
The build alternatives would impact between 0.4 and 1.2 percent of the 169 acres
of floodplains in the study area (exhibit 4.3). The Gardiner Road ramps of the
build alternatives would be in the floodway of Polly Clark Stream.

No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

Wiscasset

0

0.5

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

Edgecomb

0

0.3

1.0

1.5

0

0.3

Total

0

0.8

1.6

2.1

0.6

0.9

Percentage of
Floodplain

0

0.4

1.0

1.2

0.4

0.6
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4.2.2.4 Aquatic Habitats and Fisheries
The following sections discuss impacts
to freshwater and tidal aquatic habitats
and the organisms that use them.
4.2.2.4.1 Freshwater Waterways
Of the thirteen streams, four would
be impacted by the build alternatives.
Impacts to waterways would come from:
•
•

Sedimentation
Removal of streamside vegetation
could result in removal of protective cover and localized stream
warming
Rechanneling existing waterways
Removing habitat by filling
Blocking passage of aquatic organisms that use freshwater waterways
and the riparian habitat.

•
•
•

•

Sediments or fill can cover or reduce freshwater and tidal habitat,
or convert an areas from one habitat type to another

Impacts to streams would result from
installing culverts and re-channeling the
stream length. This could result in sedimentation during construction and removal of some streamside vegetation.
Sedimentation would be minimized by
use of MaineDOT BMPs which would isolate culvert installation from flowing water and stabilized sediments to avoid erosion of soils into the stream. Streamside
vegetation removed would be replaced by
landscape plantings.
Since culverts would be used, small
amounts of stream channel bottom habitat would be impacted. The loss of bottom
would be 1 to 2 percent of the stream bottom in the study area.
Culverts can create restrictions or localized changes in flows so that animal movement could be inhibited. Current regulations and methodologies are intended to

The No-Build Alternative would not include new crossings of streams and would
not impact aquatic organisms or fishery
habitat.
The Build Alternatives would have up
to 5 stream crossings (exhibit 4.4). Of the
thirteen streams in the study area, four
would be impacted by the build alternatives by installing culverts and rechanneling sections of streams. Impacts to
fish and other aquatic organisms would
be minimized by installing road/stream
crossing structures with characteristics
similar to the natural stream and allowing
water flow and animal passage to occur.

Exhibit 4.4 – Freshwater Stream-Crossing Locations and Impacts
Stream
Code
from Ex.
3.5

No-buildLength/
percentage
of total

N2/N8C

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

0

102/ 3%

102/ 3%

102/ 3%

102/ 3%

102/ 3%

249

249

249

249

249

Polly Clark near Morris Farm

138/1%

171/1%

171/1%

171/1%

171/1%

Unnamed stream at Route 218 South of Deer Ridge

46/5%
223/7%

256/7%

174/5%

178/5%

919

956

Location

2
5
5
7

Between Old Bath Road and Bradford Rd

8

North crossing of a Stream Between Route 218 and the
West Alna Road.

8

Crossing of Stream between Route 218 and the Sheepscot
River

9

Stream Crossing about 1000 feet upstream of Englebrekt
Road

9

Stream crossing near Englebrekt Road

Polly Clark Stream at Willow Lane

223/7%

223/7%

164/5%
Totals

0

535
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745

909

reduce the likelihood that roadway stream
crossings would create a barrier to the
movement of aquatic organisms. Current
regulations and MaineDOT practices require new crossings structures to be 120
percent of the current bankfull width to
allow the characteristics of the natural
channel and stream side habitat to be retained, Stream crossings would be evaluated for aquatic organism passage and
impacts would be mitigated by providing
passage. Stream bank impacts would be
minimized by landscape planting.
Indirect impacts would come from disruption of aquatic organism passage. This
could result in the reduction of upstream
populations of stream dependant organisms. No long-term impact to the fisheries are likely as long as aquatic organism
passage is maintained and best management practices are used to prevent short
- and long-term erosion and sedimentation. Current permitting requirements
call for culverts to be sized to accommodate 120 percent of the stream bank
width. Hydrodynamics of a stream can
be affected by installing a culvert; culverts
are a rigid feature in a dynamic environment and could change flow characteristics, even if aquatic organism passage
is provided. These changes in flow characteristics may cause some change to
the adjacent channel until equilibrium is
achieved.

4.2.2.4.2 Tidal Waterways
Impacts to waterways would come from
these actions:
•
•
•
•

Removing habitat by filling
Direct filing of worm or Shellfish
harvesting areas
Change in flow characteristics
Sedimentation into the habitat.

The build alternatives would impact the
tidal waterways (exhibit 4.5). The majority
of impacts is from pier placement and have
been estimated for the Sheepscot River
crossing based on similar bridge types in
Maine. Other water crossings could potentially be spanned and pier number and
sizes have not been estimated.
Sedimentation would be minimized by
use of MaineDOT BMPs which will isolate bridge pier and abutment installation
from flowing water and stabilized sediments to avoid erosion of soils into the
tidal waterway.
Localized changes in flow characteristics around the piers are expected to
occur. However, due to the width of the
Sheepscot River, these changes would
have minimal impact. In-water work for
the shorter bridges could occur during
low-tide stages.
The build alternatives would result in
minimal indirect impacts. The potential
indirect impacts are localized changes in
flow characteristics that would change
the dominant substrate type. Large-scale
changes to flow characteristics would not
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occur due to the small size of the impact
area relative to the size of the Sheepscot
River.
4.2.2.5 Wetlands and Deep-Water
Habitats
Wetlands and deep-water habitats are
areas that are influenced by a water regime. Direct impacts to wetlands and
deep-water habitats result from:
•
•
•

•

direct filling of the habitat
impacts to functions and values
indirect impacts to wetlands or deepwater habitat by siltation or hydrologic
alterations
conversion of one habitat to another

Coastal wetlands are found adjacent to
the Sheepscot River and impacts to them
would be minimized during final design.
The coastal wetlands and deep-water habitats impacted include tidal and subtidal
mudflats and rocky habitats. An example
of impacts would be placing riprap in the
intertidal area and converting the habitat
from a soft to a hard substrate. Placement
of a pier would result in more hard substrate created than soft substrate impacted, which would change the type of organisms found in the area. Both hard and
soft substrate communities are common
in the study area.
The No-build and build alternatives
would impact wetlands (exhibits 4.6 and
4.7).

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2h/
N2a

Sheepscot River
crossing (ft.)

0

4,1501

1,600

1,600

2,200

700

Polly Clark crossing
(ft.)2

0

0

600

600

600

500

Other bridge length
(ft.)

0

0

250

0

0

400

Total span lengths (ft.)

0

4,150

2,450

2,200

2,800

1,600

Sheepscot River
crossing – number of
piers

0

17

12

12

14

3

Impact from piers (ac.)

0

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.1

Total coastal resource
impact (ac.)5

0

0.6

0.7

0.7

1.4

0.5

3

In Acres

No-build

Emergent (PEM)

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Acres
Estimated in
Study Area

0

1.1

1.2

1.2

2.4

2.4

68

Percentage of total of PEM

0%

1.6%

1.8%

1.8%

3.5%

3.5%

100%

Scrub-Shrub (PSS)

0.5

3.6

3.6

6.3

4.9

4.7

123

0.4%

2.9%

2.9%

5.1%

4.0%

3.8%

100%

0

1.0

1.0

1.4

1.5

1.5

76

0%

1.3%

1.3%

1.8%

2.0%

2.0%

100%

Percentage of total of PSS

Ponded Water
Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom (PUB)

0

0

0

0

0

0.1

7

Percentage of total of PUB

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1.4%

100%

Total impacts to freshwater wetlands

0.5

5.7

5.8

8.9

8.8

8.7

274

0.2%

2.1%

2.1%

3.2%

3.2%

3.2%

100%

Percentage of freshwater wetlands

Coastal/Estuarine Resources
Subtidal bottom (E1UB, E1AB)

4

Notes:
1
Includes portion over the railroad
2
Bridge pier number not determined
3
Over small unnamed cove on the Edgecomb shoreline near Route 1
4
Bridge over railroad in Edgecomb
5
Includes mapped regulated resources and estimated pier impacts described in section 4.2.2.4.2

dominated wetlands and are very morphologically and hydrologically similar
because they occur in surface drainage
swales. This alternative goes through low
areas between hills. These low areas contain most of the wetlands. This alternative
would impact 0.5 acre of coastal wetlands
near the abutments of the bridges.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would impact 9.4 acres of wetlands. More than half

Freshwater Wetlands

Percentage of total of PFO

No-build

freshwater wetland impacts occur in the
shrub-dominated wetlands and are very
morphologically and hydrologically similar. This alternative would impact 0.2 acre
of coastal wetlands near the abutments of
the bridges.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact 6.3 acres of wetlands. More than half
of the approximate 5.8 acres of freshwater wetlands impacts occur in the shrub-

Exhibit 4.6 – Wetlands Impacts

Forested (PFO)

Exhibit 4.5 – Estimated Bridge Lengths, Pier Numbers, and
Coastal Resource Impacts
Alternative

The No-build Alternative would improve the intersection of Route 1 and
Boothbay Road and would impact less
than 0.5 acre, or 0.4 percent, of scrubshrub wetlands along Route 1.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact 5.9
acres of wetlands. N2 crosses through
drainages in the valleys between hills
that contain most of the wetlands. More
than half of the approximate 5.7 acres of

Percentage of total of E1UB/E1AB
Salt marsh (E2EM)
Percentage of total of E2EM

0

0.1

0

0

0.1

0.4

691

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0.1%

100%

0

0

0.4

0.4

0.1

0.4

83

0%

0%

0.5%

0.5%

0.2%

0.5%

100%

Rocky
Shore (E2RS)
Percentage of total of E2RS
Aquatic beds/ mudflats (E2AB, E2UB)
Percentage of total of E2AB/E2UB
Total impacts to coastal wetlands
Percentage of coastal wetlands
Total impacts for wetlands types/percentage

				

0

0

0

0

0.8

0

1

0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

78.0%

0%

100%

0

0.1

0.1

0

0

0

221

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

100%

0

0.2

0.5

0.5

1.0

0.4

996

0%

0%

0.1%

0%

0.1%

0%

100%

0.5/less than
0.1%

5.9/0.5%

6.3/0.5%

9.4/0.7%

9.8/0.8%

9.1/0.7%

1,270/100%
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Exhibit 4.7 – Impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters

Sources: MaineDOT, 2006
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of the approximate 8.9 acres of freshwater wetland impacts occur in the shrubdominated and forested wetlands and
are very morphologically and hydrologically similar. About 5 acres of impacts are
found along N2 and at the northern end of
this alternative in Edgecomb. Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-2 would impact 0.5 acre of
coastal wetlands near the abutments of
the bridges.
Alternative N2/N2h would impact approximately 9.8 acres of wetlands. These
impacts occur predominantly in the
emergent and shrub-dominated wetlands.
These wetlands are very morphologically
and hydrologically similar. This alternative would impact 1 acre of coastal wetlands near the abutments of the bridge.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would impact approximately 9.1 acres of wetlands.
These impacts occur predominantly in the
emergent and shrub-dominated wetlands
and are very morphologically and hydrologically similar. This alternative would
impact 0.4 acre of coastal wetlands near
the abutments of the bridge.
The functions and values of wetlands
would be indirectly impacted by this alternative. The function of wildlife habitat
in these wetlands would be impacted if a
new roadway is built in existing habitat
and disturbance-intolerant species leave
the area. This would result in the loss of
habitat and buffer around the new roadway (see section 4.2.3). If the new roadways are in compliance with EO 11988,

they would not impact the flood flow-alteration function.
A compensatory mitigation plan for
wetlands impacts would be developed as
part of final permitting for the project
(see section 4.10).
4.2.2.6 Coastal Zone Management
Under the U.S. CZMA, states with
coastal-zone policies are granted authority in reviewing consistency of certain federal activities impacting the coastal zone.
Pursuant to the federal act, the state of
Maine created the Maine CZMA, which
is administered by the SPO. The final selection and permitting of the alternatives would result in an evaluation by the
MDEP under the NRPA. Issuance of the
NRPA permit would result in a finding
that the project is consistent with Maine’s
CZMA plan and meets the purpose or
objectives of the CZMA. The MaineDOT
and the FHWA would consult and provide a probable determination of CZMA
consistency in the FEIS.

4.2.3 What are the impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat?
Impacts to wildlife species have been
assessed in terms of how the habitat for
those species would be impacted by the
alternatives.
The No-build and the build alternatives
would impact wildlife habitat as described
in the following sections.

4.2.3.1 Regulated Wildlife Habitats and
Significant Habitats Protected under
the NRPA
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact mapped critical spawning and nursery areas for Atlantic salmon;
mapped shorebird nesting, feeding, and
staging areas; or mapped seabird nesting
islands.
4.2.3.1.1 High- and Moderate-Value
Deer-Wintering Areas and Travel
Corridors
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact high- and moderatevalue deer-wintering areas and travel corridors.
4.2.3.1.2 High- and Moderate-Value
Tidal Waterfowl and Wading-Bird
Habitats
Coastal habitats are used by humans
and wildlife. Waterfowl use the areas
as feeding and staging areas; organisms
on which they feed use the habitat for
food supplies. Humans harvest the areas
for personal and commercial purposes.
Coastal habitats are highly productive
and are recognized for their high value.
Impacts to this resource result from:
•
•
•

direct filling
conversion of one habitat type to another
disturbance caused by the introduction of a new roadway facility into or
adjacent to a resource

				

Exhibit 4.8 – Tidal Waterfowl and Wading-Bird Habitat Impacted
No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

Number of piers in TWWH

0

6

1

1

0

0

Acres of TWWH impacted of
378 acres in study area

0

0.1

0.3

0.1

0

0

Eelgrass (ac.)

0

0

0

0

0

0

Shellfish habitat (ac.)

0

0.1

0

0

0

0

Worm habitat (ac.)

0

0.1

0.2

0

0

0

The No-build Alternative would not
impact high- and moderate-value tidal waterfowl and wading-bird habitats
(TWWH).
The build alternatives would not impact eelgrass beds mapped by the state
of Maine. Eelgrass is one component of
TWWH. Shellfish and marine worms are
food sources for tidal waterfowl and wading birds.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact 0.1
acre of TWWH by having up to six piers
in the habitat. The amount of habitat impacted by piers would depend on the pier
type chosen. The physical presence of the
bridge would initially have some impact
on bird behavior. Alternative N2/N8c
would impact less that one tenth of 1 percent of the 140 acres of shellfish- and marine-worm harvesting areas.
Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/
N2h/N2f-2 would impact less that one
tenth of 1 percent of the 140 acres of shellfish- and marine-worm harvesting areas
found at the southern end of Pottle Cove,
on the northern and western sides of Davis

Island, and at The Eddy in Edgecomb (exhibit 4.8).
Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/
N2h/N2f-2 would impact approximately
0.1 acre, or less than 1 percent of mapped
TWWH near the cove in Edgecomb. The
TWWH habitat is emergent vegetation or
salt marsh. The salt marsh emergent wetlands impacts for Alternatives N2/N2h/
N2f-1 and N2/N2h/N2f-2 are based on
NWI mapping and are 0.46 and 0.44 acre,
respectively, of the 63 acres in the study
area.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would impact the area along the northern edge of
the TWWH, whereas Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1 would separate the larger salt
marsh area from the Sheepscot River.
The other build alternatives would create some disturbance and noise impacts
from the introduction of a roadway.
Impacts result from the physical presence
of traffic. There are limited research data
from Finland showing that noise levels
in the 53- to 55-dBA range would mask
breeding calls of some bird (Hirvonen,
2001). Observations in southern Maine
reveal that some bird species become
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Exhibit 4.9 – Vernal Pool Impacts
No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f -2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Vernal pools impact by number from Exhibit 3.13 in Section 3.2.3.2
Wiscasset pool numbers

0

1,2,3,7

1,2,3,7

1,2,3,7

1,2,3,7

1,2,3,7,8

Edgecomb pool numbers

6

6

6

0

4

4

Number of vernal pools impacted

1

5

5

4

5

6

Area in acres within 250 feet of vernal pool
Wiscasset

0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

7.0

Edgecomb

1.8

1.8

3

0

0.8

0.8

1.8

6.8

8.0

5.0

5.8

7.8

Total

Area in acres within 700 feet of vernal pool
Wiscasset

0

20.5

20.5

20.5

20.5

20.5

Edgecomb

2.5

2.5

12.1

3.6

4.9

11.7

Total

2.5

23.0

32.6

24.1

25.4

32.2

acclimatized to the roadway disturbance
after a road is built.
Alternatives N2/N2h and N2/N2a/N2h
would not impact high- or moderate-value TWWH.
Indirect impacts would result from
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 becoming a
physical barrier that would isolate a larger
salt marsh area from the Sheepscot River
and its associated habitats. Isolating this
salt marsh cove would make it less desirable for shorebirds by adding noise and
disturbances to the habitat, and it would
remove direct access to other tidal habitats.
4.2.3.1.3 Vernal Pools
Vernal or spring pools are ephemeral
pools of water that dry up in the summer.
Their unique water regime makes them a
valuable habitat for some amphibian species. The MDEP criteria to identify NRPA

“significant” vernal pools. The federal
permitting requirements have no criteria
of significance for vernal pools. Potential
impacts to vernal pools result from:
•
•
•
•

direct filling of the pools
direct filling or alteration of dispersal
habitat
creation of a barrier to animal dispersal by the roadway placement
anti-icing and de-icing practices

The No-build and build alternatives
would impact vernal pools (exhibit 4.9).
Impacts were assessed by analyzing direct
impacts of filling, impacts to dispersal
habitat, barriers to reptile and amphibian migration, and the potential for impacts to pool 6 from winter maintenance.
Amphibians and reptiles migrate into and
out of vernal pools to breed, feed, and
overwinter.
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Vernal-pool species (i.e., wood frogs
and spotted salamanders) need vernal
pools to breed but live in habitats other
than vernal pools and need a safe animal
passage to these areas. Roads would present a barrier for these species unless safe
animal passage is available. Research has
indicated that winter maintenance salts
would impact amphibian development in
vernal pools (Karraker, 2006).
Amphibians that use vernal pools commonly disperse more than 700 feet from a
vernal pool. The NRPA rules effective in
September 2007 regulate a 250-foot critical habitat area around NRPA “significant”
vernal pools. The area within 250 feet and
700 feet is tabulated in exhibit 4.9.
The vernal pools numbered 1 and 4 are
NRPA “significant”.
The No-build Alternative would impact one vernal pool in Edgecomb. This
widening would fill a vernal pool (No. 6).

This vernal pool appears to be manmade
because there is altered land around it.
Although the number of amphibian egg
masses found may meet the MDEP’s criteria for “significance,” the fact that it is
artificial means that it does not meet criteria for that classification (MDEP Rules
Chapter 355). The No-build Alternative
would not impact dispersal habitat across
Route 1. Due to the proximity to Route 1,
it is possible that this vernal pool would
already have been impacted by winter
maintenance practices.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact five
vernal pools. N2 would impact four vernal pools between Bradford Road and
Gardiner Road (exhibit 4.9). Vernal pool 1
on the eastern side of Alternative N2/N8c
meets the state’s NRPA definition of “significant.” The other vernal pools do not
meet the significance criteria. This cluster of vernal pools—vernal pools 1, 2, and
3 along N2—would share the same dispersal habitat, which is a combination of
forested wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands,
and upland white pine and oak forest.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact a vernal pool (No. 6) similar to the No-build
Alternative. Impacts from Alternative N2/
N8c would be direct taking of portions
of the pools, direct impacts to dispersal habitat, adding a barrier to migration
between the vernal pools and dispersal
habitats, and potentially adding a source
of winter maintenance materials into the
pools. Directly impacting pools and reducing access to dispersal area would re-

duce the local populations of amphibians
and other species that use the pools during some stage of their life. Alternative
N2/N8c would impact up to 23 acres of
dispersal habitat by blocking passage for
dispersing amphibians.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact five vernal pools. There may already
be some impacts from current winter
maintenance practices. N2 would impact
four pools between Bradford Road and
Gardiner Road, as described previously.
This alternative would impact a vernal
pool (No. 6) in Edgecomb near Route 1.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would directly
impact approximately 33 acres of potential
dispersal habitat by roadway construction
and indirectly by creating a barrier to animal passage. There may be some impacts
from winter maintenance.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would have
the same impacts as Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-2 except that it would not impact
the vernal pool adjacent to Route 1 in
Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h would impact four
vernal pools on N2, as described previously. Alternative N2/N2h would be constructed in the dispersal area of vernal
pool 4 along the power line and would impact about 4.9 acres of dispersal habitat.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would impact
six vernal pools, four of which are in N2.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would impact
dispersal habitat for vernal pool 8 on Clark
Point and vernal pool 4 along the powerline corridor. Vernal pool 4 is considered
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NRPA “significant”, 11.7 acres of dispersal
habitat would be impacted. The dispersal
habitat for vernal pool 8 on Clark Point
has been impacted by the road and development construction in an approved subdivision but has not been quantified.
Indirect impacts would occur from
blockage of migration passage, possibly
causing mortality of vernal pool species
and thereby reducing local populations.
Other herptiles (e.g., frogs, snakes, and
turtles) that use vernal pools could experience reductions in populations from
road mortality.
4.2.3.2 Habitats of Wildlife
Management Concern
Alternatives were analyzed to determine how they would impact undeveloped habitat blocks, including grasslands
and forested habitat blocks. There is no
regulatory threshold for impacts to undeveloped habitat blocks, grasslands, and
forested habitat. Impacts to undeveloped
habitat blocks differ from forested habitat blocks in that the former include various habitat types that are home to species
intolerant of disturbance and those that
would use a mixture of habitats. These
areas serve as habitat for animals that
require a variety of habitat types during
their lifespan. Forested areas are home to
species such as black bear that need large
forested habitats. Animal passage and
habitat connectivity within an undeveloped habitat block would be impacted by
the placement of a roadway.

4.2.3.2.1. Undeveloped Habitat Blocks
Impacts to undeveloped habitat blocks
result from:
•
•

•

severing and the remaining pieces are
fewer than 100 acres in size
severing and animal passage and
connectivity between the remaining
blocks are inhibited by the new roadway
reducing in size to fewer than 100
acres

Impacts were evaluated to undeveloped habitat blocks more than 100 acres
in size. Because an undeveloped habitat
block is defined as being 500 feet from
a public road or development, the direct
impacts include areas converted to transportation use and areas within 500 feet
of it. Indirect impacts occur when the remainder of an undeveloped habitat block
is smaller than 100 acres but is still buffered from roads and development by a
distance of 500 feet.
Impacts are considered minor when the
reduction in area is in a narrow or otherwise lower value portion of undeveloped
habitat block. Impacts are considered
moderate when the existing undeveloped
habitat block is reduced in area but remains greater than 100 acres and is not
bisected. Severe impacts occur when the
existing undeveloped habitat block is bisected into smaller habitat areas with one
or more remnants fewer than 100 acres in
size.

The No-build Alternative would not
impact unfragmented habitat.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact the
edge of four undeveloped habitat blocks
(exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). The westernmost
three of these blocks are impacted at one
end of the undeveloped habitat block and
are not bisected by the alternative. These
blocks, identified as B, C, and D, are common to N2. Alternative N2/N8c impacts
the southern end of one other undeveloped habitat block, E, between Gardiner
Road and the Sheepscot River.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact the edge of six undeveloped habitat blocks (exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). The
western three of the undeveloped habitat blocks are along N2 and are discussed
with Alternative N2/N8c. Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1 impacts the southern end
of one undeveloped habitat block E between Gardiner Road and the Sheepscot
River. The impact to habitat block, E, is
common to the build alternatives except
Alternative N2/N8c. Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 crosses Clark Point along its shore.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact the extreme southern edge of a 606acre undeveloped habitat block, G, near
the Sheepscot River between Englebrekt
Road and the Sheepscot River.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would impact the edges of six undeveloped habitat blocks: four in Wiscasset and two in
Edgecomb (exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). The
impacts to undeveloped habitat blocks B,
C, D, and E are common to the alterna-

				

tives with the exception of Alternative N2/
N8c. Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 crosses
Clark Point along its shore. Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact the extreme
southern edge of the 606-acre undeveloped habitat block G near the Sheepscot
River between Englebrekt Road and the
Sheepscot River.
Alternative N2/N2h would impact
six undeveloped habitat blocks: four in
Wiscasset and two in Edgecomb (exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). The impacts to undeveloped habitat blocks B, C, D, and E are
common to the build alternatives, except
for Alternative N2/N8c. Alternative N2/
N2h crosses Clark Point along its shore; it
turns north for a short distance and crosses the Sheepscot River south of the railroad. Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would
impact the extreme southern edge of the
606-acre undeveloped habitat block G located near the Sheepscot River between

Englebrekt Road and the river. This would
leave a large intact undeveloped habitat
block of 482 acres northeast of the alternative and create indirect impacts of 34
acres on the southeastern side. The undeveloped habitat block is impacted by
Englebrekt Road. The alternative impacts
the northernmost extreme of the 880-acre undeveloped habitat block I, south of
Route 1, and would have minor impact to
it.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would impact
six undeveloped habitat blocks: four in
Wiscasset and two in Edgecomb (exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). The impacts to undeveloped habitat blocks B, C, D, and E are
common to the build alternatives, except
Alternative N2/N8c. Undeveloped habitat
block G is a 606-acre undeveloped habitat along the Sheepscot River; 130 acres
of this block are impacted. Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h impacts 11 acres of the

Exhibit 4.10 – Impacts to Habitat Blocks

Impacts by Alternative (Direct/Indirect)

Block/Size (ac.)

No-build

N2/N8C

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

A/110

0

0

0

0

0

0

B/425

0

3

3

3

3

3

C/123

0

20

20

20

20

20

D/262

0

5

5

5

5

5

E/292

0

22/+3

35/+6

35/+6

35/+6

38/+6

F/1439

0

0

0

0

0

0

G/606

0

0

15

15

90/+34

97/+33

H/222

0

0

0

0

0

0

I/880

0

0

0

15

11

11

J/101

0

0

3

0

0

0

Total

0

50/+3

78/+6

93/+6

164/+40

174/+39
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Exhibit 4.11 – Impacts to Undeveloped Habitat Blocks

Sources: Maine Office of GIS, 1998, 2004; Wiscasset, 1997; MaineDOT, 2002; Maine Natural Areas Program, 2004

94 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

4 · Environmental Consequences
Exhibit 4.12 – Undeveloped Habitat Block Comparison Matrix
Alternative

Severe Impact: Undeveloped habitat block
is bisected into smaller habitat areas with
one remnant fewer than 100 acres.

Moderate Impact: Undeveloped habitat
block is reduced to an area greater than
100 acres but is not bisected.

Minimal Impact: A minor reduction in area
in narrow or otherwise lower value portions of undeveloped habitat block.

No-build

X

N2/N8c

X

N2/N2h/N2f-1

X

N2/N2h/N2f-2

X

N2/N2h

X

N2/N2a/N2h

X

northernmost extreme of the 880-acre
undeveloped habitat block I to the south
of Route 1 and would have minor impact
to it.
The range of impacts to undeveloped
habitat blocks from alternatives is compared in exhibit 4.12.
A 500-foot buffer around the roadway
has been assessed as a direct impact, so
there would be no additional indirect impacts to the remaining undeveloped habitat blocks. The indirect impacts from
the build alternatives are the creation
of smaller undeveloped habitat blocks,
which would have some value as roosting,
foraging, or cover habitat for some species tolerant of disturbance such as deer,
raccoon, and some birds.
4.2.3.2.2 Forested Blocks
As described by the MDIFW’s Beginning
with Habitat program, large undeveloped
forested areas are forested areas that are
500 acres or more in size in undeveloped
habitat blocks. These forested areas support wildlife species that need large areas
of habitat, such as the black bear.

Impacts to forested areas result from:
•
•

•

Impact from the footprint of the roadway.
impacts to the integrity of large (i.e.,
500 acres or more) undeveloped forested areas
roadway impacts to animal passage
and connectivity

Forested areas are common and impacts from the build alternatives range
from 0.8 to 1.4 percent of the total forested area (exhibit 4.13). Undeveloped habitat block G contains undeveloped forested areas of more than 500 acres and would
be impacted.
Th e N o - b u i l d A l t e r n a t i v e a n d
Alternative N2/N8c would not impact
undeveloped forested areas.
Alternatives N2/N2a/N2f-1 and N2/
N2a/N2f-2 would impact undeveloped
habitat block G (exhibit 4.13) but would
not reduce the undeveloped forested area
size below 500 acres. Alternative N2/N2a/
N2f-1 would impact 15 acres of the 880acre undeveloped habitat block I.

Alternatives N2/N2h and N2/N2a/
N2h would have more impacts to forested areas because they would reduce the
remaining undeveloped forested areas
to 482 and 476 acres, respectively. These
alternatives would impact 11 acres along
Route 1 at the edge of undeveloped habitat block I but would not reduce the size
to fewer than 500 acres (exhibit 4.13).
4.2.3.2.3 Grasslands
Grasslands are open areas that support field-nesting and field-foraging species. Grasslands habitats do not include
a buffer around them. Statewide, grasslands habitat is being reduced as areas
are developed or farms are abandoned.
Grasslands are adjacent to roadways and
would experience some disturbance from
traffic. The build alternatives would impact grasslands (exhibit 4.13).
Impacts to grasslands result from:
•
•
•

reduction of open grasslands
bisecting existing grasslands
traffic noise

				

The No-build alternative would not impact grasslands.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact
grasslands in the vicinity of its crossing
with Route 218 and between Route 218
and the Sheepscot River. Most of the impacts would occur between Route 218 and
the Sheepscot River because this area is
hayed or maintained as open field. These
impacts reduce the amount of grasslands
usable as habitat, although nearby residential and other development already
reduce its use by wildlife. Alternative N2/
N8c would impact 5.6 acres, or 2.7 percent, of grasslands.
Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/
N2f-2, and N2/N2h would impact grasslands in the vicinity of their crossings with
Route 218 and between Route 218 and the
Sheepscot River. These grasslands are parallel to Route 218 and the three alternatives cross perpendicular to Route 218 in
a narrow section of the grasslands, minimizing the amount of impact. The impacts
would reduce the amount of grasslands;
with development nearby, wildlife use is
by disturbance-tolerant animals. These
alternatives would reduce the amount of
grasslands in a range of 2.5 to 8.4 acres, or
1.2 to 4.1 percent (exhibit 4.13).
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would have
the most impact because it is perpendicular to Route 218 and parallel to the grasslands. This grasslands area is maintained
as open fields by mowing. Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h would reduce the grasslands

habitat in the study area by 8.4 acres, or
4.1 percent.
The build alternatives would be controlled-access facilities.
4.2.3.2.4 Beginning with Habitat
Focus Areas of Statewide Ecological
Significance
Impacts to the Beginning with Habitat
Focus Area of Statewide Ecological
Significance result from:
•
•
•

intrusion into the tidal marsh habitat
impacts to the undeveloped shoreland
buffer
temporary impacts from construction
noise and turbidity that may impact
wildlife species

Th e N o - b u i l d A l t e r n a t i v e a n d
Alternatives N2/N8c, N2/N2h/N2f-1,
and N2/N2h/N2f-2 would not impact the
Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area.
Alternatives N2/N2h and N2/N2a/N2h
would impact the Lower Sheepscot River
Focus Area along the Sheepscot River and
within undeveloped habitat block G. The
impact would result from the bisecting of
a portion of undeveloped habitat block at
the southern end of the focus area, along
the shoreline of the river. Only a portion
of undeveloped habitat block G is included in the focus area. No tidal marsh areas
mapped within the focus area would be
impacted by the build alternatives.
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Exhibit 4.13 – Forested and Grasslands Area Impacts
Nobuild

N2/N8c

N2/N2a/N2f-1

N2/N2a/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Total in Study
Area

Forest

0

8.6

10.8

13.1

15.1

15.8

1,133

Percentage

0

0.8%

0.9%

1.2%

1.3%

1.4%

Large forested areas in 606-acre
undeveloped habitat block H (ac.)
(impacted/remaining)

0

0

15/591

15/591

124/482

130/476

606

Large forested areas in 880-acre
undeveloped habitat block J (ac.)
(impacted/remaining)

0

0

0/0

15/865

11/869

11/869

880

Grass

0

5.6

2.5

2.7

2.7

8.4

206

Percentage

0

2.7%

1.2%

1.3%

1.3%

4.1%

Resource (ac.)

4.2.4 What are the impacts to rare,
threatened, and endangered or
otherwise protected species?
4.2.4.1 State-Listed Threatened,
Endangered, or Special Concern
Species
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact state-listed threatened,
endangered, or special-concern species,
as none occur in the study area.
4.2.4.2 Federally Listed Threatened or
Endangered Species
To avoid imperiling their populations,
species protected by the federal ESA require special consideration through consultation with the NMFS, the USFWS,
and the FHWA. The MaineDOT has been
delegated authority by the FHWA to consult with these agencies. For this study
area, Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are species of concern.
The No-build would not impact threatened or endangered species.
The greatest potential for impact to
these species is from construction of the

bridge in the Sheepscot River. More indepth information on impacts to these
species is in a separate Endangered
Species Technical Memorandum (appendix B). After structures are built, the species would become acclimatized to changes in the Sheepscot River characteristics.
Impacts to these species could occur in
the following two ways:
•
•

permanent impacts due to a loss of
habitat
temporary impacts from construction
noise and turbidity

Atlantic salmon use the Sheepscot
River for migration to freshwater spawning areas upstream of the study area and
the smolts use the area to migrate out to
sea. There is no nursery or spawning habitat in the study area. Shortnose sturgeon
use the Sheepscot River and adjacent tidal coves for feeding. Of the approximate
1,000 acres of subtidal habitat in the study
area, pier construction would result in
impacts ranging from 0.1 to 0.4 acre of
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potential feeding habitat (exhibit 4.5). The
impacts would be from the disturbance
caused by installing a cofferdam and piers
or from drilling a shaft into the substrate.
Sedimentation from construction of
approaches to bridges as part of the build
alternatives could impact the waterway.
Construction would be monitored and
long-term sedimentation would be prevented by using the MaineDOT’s erosion
and sedimentation BMPs (MaineDOT,
2000). No other indirect impacts were
identified. Chemical spills from roadway
use could occur but are difficult to predict
or assess.
Scheduling construction work in the period in which Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are not present would mitigate impacts. Use of bubble curtain and
other measures could be used if construction must occur outside the November
7 to April 18 work window. Mitigation
needs would be discussed and finalized
with the NMFS during the Endangered
Species Act Section 7 consultation.

4.2.4.3 Other Protected Species
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact other protected species.

4.3 What are the impacts to air
quality and noise?
4.3.1 Air Quality
In accordance with FHWA TA6640.8A,
Chapter V, Section G.8 (b), the air quality
analysis consists of two components: (1) a
qualitative evaluation of the impact of the
proposed project on regional emissions
(i.e., a mesoscale assessment), and (2) a
qualitative assessment of potential changes in CO concentrations (a microscale assessment).
4.3.1.1 Mesoscale Assessment
The No-build Alternative would not
worsen air quality in the near future. Over
time, air quality would worsen as congestion increases on Route 1 in Wiscasset.
The build alternatives would result in a
reduction in vehicle idling time because
the new road would remove traffic congestion from Route 1 in Wiscasset.
The build alternatives would result in
emission reductions compared to the
No-build Alternative, thereby providing
an air-quality benefit (exhibits 4.14 and
4.15).
4.3.1.2 Microscale Assessment
The potential impacts of the build alternatives on CO concentrations were
assessed. The USEPA conformity regula-

tions at 40 CFR 93.116 require that the
project not create or contribute to a new
violation of the NAAQS nor worsen existing violation of the NAAQS.
Under the No-build Alternative, growth
in traffic due to normal population growth
would result in increased vehicle emissions. The growth in traffic would be offset somewhat by a decrease in motor vehicle emission factors as older and more
polluting vehicles in the nation’s fleet are
replaced with new vehicles that have lower emission rates.
The build alternatives would introduce
traffic into an area where there is currently
no traffic, causing a slight increase in CO
concentrations. However, with the traffic volumes and travel speeds anticipated
with the build alternatives, this slight increase in local CO concentrations is not
anticipated to lead to violations of the CO
standards.
With implementation of the build alternatives, traffic would be routed away
from Route 1 in Wiscasset, and traffic
idling time would decrease. Therefore,
CO concentrations in Wiscasset would be
reduced from their future No-build levels, and no violations of the 1-hour and
8-hour CO standards are anticipated.
4.3.1.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics
Analysis
In addition to the criteria air pollutants
for which there are NAAQS, the USEPA
regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from humanmade sources, including
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on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile
sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g.,
dry cleaners), and stationary sources (e.g.,
factories or refineries).
Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are
a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by
the CAA. The MSATs are compounds
emitted from highway vehicles and nonroad equipment. Some toxic compounds
are present in fuel and are emitted to the
air when the fuel evaporates or passes
through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics result from
engine wear or from impurities in oil or
gasoline.
In March 2001, the USEPA issued the
Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile
Sources (66 FR 17229; March 29, 2001).
This rule was issued under the authority
in section 202 of the CAA. In its rule, the
USEPA examined the impacts of existing
and newly promulgated mobile source
control programs. Based on FHWA projections for 2000 to 2020, these programs
would reduce on-highway emissions of
four MSATs—benzene, formaldehyde,
1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde—by 57
percent to 65, and would reduce on-highway diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions by 87 percent. These reductions
would occur despite projections that the
overall nationwide vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) would increase by 64 percent during that timeframe. As a result, USEPA

concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards
were necessary to further control MSATs.
The agency is preparing another rule under authority of CAA Section 202(l) that
would address these issues and could
make adjustments to the full 21 and the
primary six MSATs.
This EIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT
emission impacts of these alternatives because the analysis of MSATs is an emerging science—the available technical tools
are not sufficient to predict the projectspecific health impacts of the emission
changes associated with the build alternatives. Evaluating the environmental and
health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway project would involve several key elements: emissions modeling;
dispersion modeling to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions; exposure modeling to
estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations; and the final determination of health impacts based on the
estimated exposure. Each step is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health
impacts of this project. Because of the uncertainties, a quantitative assessment of
the effects of air toxic emissions impacts
on human health cannot be made at the
project level.
The build alternatives would increase
VMT by 115,000 to 152,000 because they

are slightly longer and would accommodate more vehicles than the No-build
Alternative. Vehicle speed would increase
from 10 mph for the No-build Alternative
to 45 mph on a build alternative in July
and August. The vehicle mix would not
change. Vehicle emissions would decrease
for the build alternatives compared to the
No-build Alternative. With an overall decrease in vehicle emissions, the build alternatives would have a decrease in MSAT
emissions.

4.3.2 Noise
A noise evaluation of the No-build and
build alternatives was conducted, based
on the MaineDOT noise policy, to determine the impacts to properties from traffic
noise for the No-build and build alternatives for the design year, 2030. MaineDOT
used the FHWA TNM to predict noise
levels at selected locations based on traffic data, roadway design, topographic features, and the spacial relationship of the
analysis site to the roadway. Traffic data
used for prediction of existing and future (i.e., year 2030) noise levels represent
summertime peak-hour conditions.
The FHWA and the MaineDOT define
noise impact based on five categories of
land use (exhibit 4.16). Although the study
area includes a variety of residential, institutional, commercial, and industrial land
uses, the noise analyses used activity category B for all areas because it was the
dominant category within the study area.
Noise impact is evaluated by comparing

				

the predicted noise levels with existing
noise levels. Where the future (i.e., year
2030) noise levels are predicted to equal
or exceed 66 dBA, or where the project is
predicted to cause a substantial noise increase (more than 15 dBA) in the future,
as compared to existing noise levels, noise
abatement must be considered.
The MaineDOT noise abatement criteria (NAC) for specific land-use activities
were used in the evaluation of traffic noise

impacts. These criteria are established in
Title 23 CFR, Part 772, USDOT, FHWA,
Procedures for Abatement of Highway
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, and
guidelines for “increase over existing”
noise levels as set forth in the MaineDOT
Publication, Highway Traffic Noise Policy.
Seventeen properties in seven NSAs
would be impacted by at least one alternative (exhibit 4.17) by having either a noise
level of 66 dBA or greater or an increase

Exhibit 4.14 – Combined Effect on Emissions Reduced
and Created (Year 2030)
No Build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

NOx (kg/day)

93.82

92.41

93.30

93.30

92.46

92.71

VOC (kg/day)

98.57

65.24

66.50

66.50

66.15

66.52

Exhibit 4.15 – Net Change in Emissions Relative to
the No-build Alternative (Year 2030)
No Build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

NOx (kg/day)

0

-1.41

-0.51

-0.51

-1.36

-1.11

VOC (kg/day)

0

-33.33

-32.07

-32.07

-32.43

-32.05

Exhibit 4.16 – MaineDOT Noise Abatement Criteria Hourly A-Weighted
Sound Level — Decibels (dBA)
Activity
Category

Leq(h)

Description of Activity Category

A

57 (Exterior)

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B

67 (Exterior)

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks,
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C
D
E

72 (Exterior)

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A
or B above.
Undeveloped lands.

52 (Interior)

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Source: Table 1 of Highway Traffic Noise Policy, – Maine Department of Transportation; September
1, 1998
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over the existing noise level of more than
15 dBA (exhibit 4.17). The impacted properties are in NSAs 1, 2 and 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and
10. The impacts to these properties warrant consideration of noise abatement.
Noise from the No-build Alternative
would impact nine properties: five properties in NSA 1, one property in NSA 3,
one property in NSA 9, and two proper-

ties in NSA 10. The projected 2030 noise
levels at the impacted properties range
from 66 to 72 dBA. The increase over the
existing noise level is 1 dBA for the impacted properties.
Noise from Alternative N2/N8c would
impact five properties: one property in
NSA 2 from an increase over existing noise
levels of 20 dBA; one property in NSA 5

from an increase over existing noise levels
of 16 dBA; one property in NSA 6 from an
increase in existing noise levels of 20 dBA;
and two properties in NSA 10 with noise
levels exceeding 66 dBA.
Noise from Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
would impact eight properties: one property in NSA 2 from an increase over existing noise levels of 18 dBA; five properties

Exhibit 4.17 – Summary of Impacted Receptors
Noise
Sensitive
Area
(NSA)

1

2 and 3
5
6
7
8
9
10

Existing
Conditions

Address
Noise
Level

in NSA 6 from an increase over existing
noise levels ranging from 15 to 22 dBA;
one property in NSA 7 from an increase
over existing noise levels of 18 dBA; and
one property in NSA 10 with noise levels
exceeding 66 dBA.
Noise from Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
would impact nine properties: one property in NSA 2 from an increase over exist-

ing noise levels of 18 dBA; five properties
in NSA 6 from an increase over existing
noise levels ranging from 15 to 22 dBA;
one property in NSA 7 from an increase
over existing noise levels of 18 dBA; one
property in NSA 8 with an increase over
existing noise levels of 15 dBA; and one
property in NSA 10 with noise levels exceeding 66 dBA.

FHWA TNM Modeled Noise Levels - Leq(h) in dBA
Year 2030

No-Build Alternative
Noise
Level

Alternative N2/N8c

Change
Compared
to Existing

Noise
Level

Change
Compared
to Existing

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1

Change
Compared
to

Noise
Level

No-Build

Change
Compared
to Existing

Change
Compared
to

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
Noise
Level

No-Build

Change
Compared
to Existing

Change
Compared
to

Alternative N2/N2h
Noise
Level

No-Build

Change
Compared
to Existing

Alternative N2/N2a/N2h

Change
Compared
to

Noise
Level

No-Build

Change
Compared
to Existing

Change
Compared
to

No-Build

176 Bath Road (Route 1)

66

67

1

64

-2

-3

65

-1

-2

65

-1

-2

65

-1

-2

65

-2

-3

13 Bath Road (Route 1)

66

67

1

60

-6

-7

62

-4

-5

62

-5

-6

64

-2

-3

65

-2

-3

East of 96 Bath Road (Route 1)

69

70

1

63

-6

-7

65

-4

-5

65

-4

-5

67

-2

-3

67

-2

-3

179 Bath Road (Route 1)

65

66

1

63

-2

-3

65

0

-1

65

0

-1

65

0

-1

65

-1

-2

123 Bath Road (Route 1)

67

68

1

62

-5

-6

64

-3

-4

64

-3

-4

66

-1

-2

66

-1

-2

145 Gardiner Road

65

66

1

Acquired for Construction

52 Willow Lane

41

42

1

61

20

18

59

18

17

59

18

17

58

17

16

58

17

16

Route 218

46

48

2

63

16

15

49

3

2

49

3

2

49

3

1

48

2

0

Acquired for Construction

Acquired for Construction

Acquired for Construction

Acquired for Construction

271 Alna Road (Route 218)

45

46

2

49

4

3

60

15

14

60

15

14

59

14

13

50

6

4

Bayview Drive

40

41

1

51

11

10

57

18

16

57

18

16

56

16

15

55

16

14

Bayview Drive

41

42

1

54

13

12

63

22

20

63

22

20

62

21

19

61

20

19

Bayview Drive

43

45

1

63

20

19

60

17

16

60

17

16

59

16

14

58

15

14

29 Deer Ridge Road

43

45

2

52

9

7

58

15

13

58

15

13

57

14

12

57

14

13

91 Clarks Point Road

41

43

2

48

7

5

59

18

17

59

18

17

58

17

15

46

5

4

Englebrekt Road

47

48

1

49

2

1

54

7

6

61

15

14

48

2

1

47

1

0

Park in Downtown (Route 1)

65

66

1

57

-8

-9

59

-6

-7

60

-5

-6

61

-4

-5

61

-3

-4

Route 1

68

69

1

68

0

-1

61

-7

-8

64

-4

-5

66

-2

-3

67

-1

-2

Route 1

70

72

1

71

0

-1

70

0

-1

67

-3

-4

69

-1

-2

70

-1

-2

Notes:
Leq(h) = hourly equivalent noise level
dBA = decibels on the A-weighted scale
Values calculated to tenth of a dBA and then rounded for presentation purposes
Shaded value in noise-level column indicates impacts based on noise level of 66 dBA or more
Shaded value in “Change Compared to Existing” column indicates impact based on noise level exceeding existing level by 15 dBA or more
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Noise from Alternative N2/N2h would
impact nine properties: two properties
in NSA 1 with noise levels exceeding 66
dBA; one property in NSA 2 from an increase over existing noise levels of 17 dBA;
three properties in NSA 6 with increases
over existing noise levels ranging from 16
to 21 dBA; one property in NSA 7 from
an increase over existing noise levels of 17
dBA; and two properties in NSA 10 with
noise levels exceeding 66 dBA.
Noise from Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
would impact eight properties: two properties in NSA 1 with noise levels exceeding 66 dBA; one property in NSA 2 from
an increase over existing noise levels of
17 dBA; three properties in NSA 6 with
increases over existing noise levels ranging from 16 to 21 dBA; and two properties in NSA 10 with noise levels exceeding
66 dBA.
In evaluating potential noise-abatement
measures for the impacted properties,
noise walls were conceptually designed
and modeled using the FHWA TNM, and
results were compared to the MaineDOT
criteria for feasibility and reasonableness. For a barrier to be feasible under the
MaineDOT noise policy, it must provide
at least 7 dBA of reduction (i.e., insertion
loss). If a barrier is determined to be feasible, it is then evaluated for reasonableness. To be reasonable, the MaineDOT
requires that the barrier cost not exceed
$20,000 per benefited residence, based on
a barrier cost of $20 per square foot. A

benefited residence is one that receives an
insertion loss of 5 dBA or greater.
Barriers were determined to be feasible for impacted receptors except for the
property in NSA 5. However, no barrier
evaluated was determined to be reasonable, because the abatement measures
considered exceeded the $20,000 per
benefited residence criteria. Although no
reasonable barriers appear likely, certain
techniques can sometimes be employed as
part of the highway’s design that have the
potential to reduce noise levels. Examples
of such techniques include:
•

•

additional berms at the top of cut
slopes, assuming right-of-way requirements permit
use of glare screen or Jersey barrier on
fill sections in lieu of guardrail

Such techniques have variable effectiveness based on the relationship of the
receptor to the roadway.
The analysis of noise for the build alternatives determined that, although noise
barriers appear to be feasible, they are not
reasonable.
The analyses performed are based on
the conceptual design of the build alternatives. As the project progresses through
the final design phase, project plans, profiles, cross sections, drainage features,
and right-of-way requirements would be
refined for the selected alternative. Noise
abatement for the selected alternative

would be reconsidered during final design.
Subsequent to the noise analysis performed for this study, a new subdivision
was approved for construction on Clark
Point. Details on the design of this subdivision were not developed to the point
necessary to include it in the analysis of
noise impacts from the build alternatives.
If Alternative N2/N2a/N2h is identified as
the selected alternative, the noise analysis
would be revised and the results included
in the FEIS.

4.4 What are the impacts to
roads and other transportation
components?
This section identifies and quantifies
the impacts, both beneficial and adverse,
of the No-build Alternative and the build
alternatives on the transportation environment. It assesses the potential effects
on demand, safety, travel time and distance savings, speed changes, VMT, vehicle hours traveled (VHT), system continuity, and mobility.

4.4.1 What are the impacts to
transportation systems and
facilities?
4.4.1.1 Roadways
The No-build Alternative would continue to negatively impact the major and
minor roadways in the study area. Over
time, traffic volumes on Route 1 through
Wiscasset and other major roadways
would increase, resulting in increased de-

				

lays and congestion (see sections 1.3 and
3.4). As traffic volumes, congestion, and
delays increase, more traffic would divert to minor roadways (i.e., local roads
and streets) seeking alternate routes to
bypass the congested Wiscasset Village.
Increasing traffic volumes on minor roadways would lead to increased congestion
and delays to motorists traveling on the
minor roadways and a reduced quality of
life for residents.
The build alternatives would impact
the transportation network by providing
a new two-lane controlled-access roadway parallel to, and north of, Route 1 between Old Bath Road in Wiscasset and
Boothbay Road. The new two-lane controlled-access roadway would have a positive impact on vehicular travel flow and
traffic conditions, especially on those
roads or portions of roads bypassed by
the new roadway. Although not quantified numerically, an additional benefit of
the build alternatives would be the positive effect on Wiscasset Village’s community character resulting from lower traffic
volumes on Route 1. The lower volumes
on Route 1 would result in fewer conflicts
between vehicular traffic and pedestrians
in Wiscasset Village, fewer conflicts between through-travelers and motorists
pulling in and out of the on-street parking spaces on Main Street, and fewer motorists diverting their trips off of Route 1
and onto local streets to bypass congested
areas.

4.4.1.2 Bus and Transit Services
The No-build Alternative would negatively impact bus and transit service. Over
time, with increases in traffic volumes
and congestion, the No-build Alternative
would have a negative impact on bus and
transit travel schedules during peak seasonal periods.
The build alternatives would have minor impacts on bus and transit service.
They would add between 1 and 2 miles in
each direction to the existing routes along
Route 1 through Wiscasset. Although
they are slightly longer in length, the overall reduced congestion and higher travel
speeds provided by the build alternatives
would result in travel time savings and
schedule reliability during peak seasonal
periods.
4.4.1.3 Railroad Facilities
The No-build Alternative would not
impact railroads.
The build alternatives would have minor impacts on railroads. The build alternatives would bridge over the existing
MaineDOT Railroad tracks, with the location of the bridges varying by alternative. The rerouting of through-traffic from
Route 1 through Wiscasset Village and
away from the at-grade railroad crossing at
the base of the Davey Bridge in Wiscasset
would have a positive impact on railroad
and vehicle travel and safety.
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4.4.1.4 Water Transportation Facilities
The No-build Alternative would not
impact water travel.
The build alternatives would have minor impacts on water transportation.
The build alternatives would require the
construction of a new bridge over the
Sheepscot River, with the location and
size of the bridge varying by alternative.
The bridges would be designed to not impede water travel on the Sheepscot River.
The rerouting of through-traffic off Route
1 through Wiscasset Village and away
from the Main Street pier at the Davey
Bridge in Wiscasset would have a positive
impact on accessibility to the pier and its
parking area.
4.4.1.5 Pedestrians and Bicyclists
The No-build Alternative would negatively impact pedestrian and bicycle travel in the study area. Over time, increasing congestion on Route 1 in Wiscasset
would make travel increasingly difficult
for pedestrians and bicyclists. As traffic volumes, congestion, and delays increase, more local traffic would divert to
local roads seeking alternate routes to
bypass the congested Wiscasset Village.
Increasing traffic volumes on local roads
would make pedestrian and bicycle travel along and across these roadways more
difficult.
The build alternatives include a bicycle and pedestrian lane between Old
Bath Road and Route 218. The bicycle
and pedestrian lane would have a posi-

tive impact on the bicycle and pedestrian travel system. It would facilitate safer
pedestrian and bicycle travel through the
area and benefit the portion of the East
Coast Greenway through Wiscasset by
providing a separate facility for bicyclists
between Willow Lane and Route 218.
Additionally, the rerouting of traffic from
Route 1 through Wiscasset Village and
away from the central business district
near the Davey Bridge in Wiscasset would
have a positive impact on pedestrian and
bicycle travel and safety.

4.4.2 What are the impacts to
transportation demand?
This section compares the existing and
future 2030 No-build Alternative traffic
volumes and demand with future 2030
traffic volumes for the build alternatives
(see sections 3.4.2.1 and 3.4.2.2 for discussion on existing and future 2030 No-build
Alternative traffic volumes, respectively).
The no-build alternative would have the
impact on travel demand discussed in section 3.4.2.2. Traffic volumes would grow
in all locations along Route 1, Gardiner
Road, Boothbay Road, and Route 218 in
the study area (exhibits 4.18 and 4.19).
Future 2030 build volumes were developed for each build alternative. An equilibrium traffic-assignment method was used
for each hour of the day to determine 24hour volumes. This method estimates the
traffic volumes for the existing route and
the build alternative that would balance
travel times along the two routes. Speed-
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volume curves were developed and applied for the build alternatives to estimate
hourly-traffic diversion volumes. The resulting future 2030 traffic volumes vary by
build alternative: those alternatives less
competitive with the existing route were
less successful at diverting traffic from the
existing route, whereas those alternatives
that were more competitive with the existing route were more successful in diverting traffic from the existing route (exhibits 4.18 and 4.19).
Alternative N2/N8c would divert the
greatest amount of daily traffic from Route
1 through Wiscasset Village and onto the
new roadway—followed by Alternatives
N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h,
and N2/N2a/N2h (exhibit 4.19). The build
alternatives would reduce SADTs on
Route 1 through Wiscasset Village from
about 50 percent (a reduction of 16,000
vehicles daily on the Davey Bridge with
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h) to about 85 percent (a reduction of 27,600 vehicles daily
on the Davey Bridge with Alternative N2/
N8c), depending on the alternative.
The build alternatives would result in
shifts in DHVs (exhibits 4.20 and 4.21).
Similar to the shifts in SADTs, Alternative
N2/N8c would divert the greatest amount
of DHVs from Route 1 through Wiscasset
Village and onto the new roadway—followed by Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/
N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h, and N2/N2a/N2h,
with Alternative N2/N2a/N2h diverting the least amount of traffic off Route
1 through Wiscasset Village. The build al-

ternatives would reduce DHVs on Route 1
through Wiscasset Village from about 50
percent (a reduction of 1,280 VPH on the
Davey Bridge with Alternative N2/N2a/
N2h) to 85 percent (a reduction of 2,208
VPH on the Davey Bridge with Alternative
N2/N8c), depending on the alternative.
The reduction in traffic volumes on Route
1 through Wiscasset Village would be a
beneficial impact on traffic demand.
The reduction of daily and peak-period traffic volumes on Route 1 and adjacent roadways in Wiscasset Village that
would result from implementing the
build alternatives would help satisfy the
project’s needs: traffic congestion (see
section 4.4.4), traffic safety (see section
4.4.3), and high traffic volumes threatening Wiscasset’s community character (see
section 4.5).

4.4.3 What are the impacts to
safety deficiencies?
The No-build Alternative would not divert traffic from Route 1 and away from
the HCLs. With increased traffic volumes and congestion on Route 1, the
annual number of crashes is forecasted
to increase from an estimated 51 crashes in 2005 to 66 crashes in 2030 (exhibit
4.22). Costs associated with the projected
crashes were calculated. Due to the rise in
crashes expected between 2005 and 2030,
costs associated with crashes are projected to increase from $2.6 million to $3.3
million annually.

The No-build Alternative would not
improve the intersections and roadway
identified as HCLs, with one exception:
the intersection of Route 1/Boothbay
Road in Edgecomb. Intersection improvements planned for the Route 1/Boothbay
Road intersection would improve safety
and likely remove this intersection from
its current HCL status. With regard to the
other four HCLs (see section 3.4.3), the
minor improvements that would occur
with normal maintenance would not result in substantially improved safety. The
No-build Alternative would not result in
shifts of traffic away from the HCLs and
not reduce the crash rates at these HCLs.
Other safety problems that exist would
be exacerbated by the increase in traffic
volumes expected for the 2030 No-build
Alternative. in Wiscasset Village, the potential for conflict between pedestrians
and Route 1 through-traffic, which presents an inherent threat of personal injury and is especially magnified during the
summer tourist season, would increase as
traffic volumes rise. The expected increases in traffic congestion with the 2030 Nobuild Alternative along Route 1 during
the summer would increasingly impede
the movement of emergency vehicles. The
high traffic volumes and the lack of adequate shoulders along some segments of
the roadway would further limit the ability of emergency vehicles to quickly reach
their destinations.
The build alternatives would positively
impact the diversion of traffic away from
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Exhibit 4.18 – Projected 2030 SADTs by Alternative
Town

Location

Existing (2000)

No-build
Alternative

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset

Route 1 s/o Birch Point Road

23,700

30,000

30,000

30,000

30,000

30,000

30,000

Wiscasset

Route 1 n/o Old Bath Road

26,700

33,800

8,200

12,400

12,400

18,300

19,800

Wiscasset

Route 1 e/o Gardiner Road

24,600

31,200

3,700

7,900

7,900

13,800

15,300

Route 1 @ Davey Bridge*

26,000

33,000

5,400

9,600

9,600

15,500

17,000

Wiscasset and Edgecomb
Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Cod Cove

20,900

26,500

26,500

3,200

3,200

9,100

10,600

Edgecomb

Route 1 e/o Atlantic Highway

15,800

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Route 1

8,400

11,600

9,700

9,700

9,700

9,700

9,700

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Hooper Street

8,000

11,000

9,100

9,100

9,100

9,100

9,100

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Fowle Hill Road

5,100

7,000

7,000

7,000

7,000

7,000

7,000

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Route 1

8,900

11,100

11,100

11,100

11,100

11,100

11,100

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Eddy Road

9,600

12,100

12,100

12,100

12,100

12,100

12,100

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Route 1

1,400

1,800

1,800

1,800

1,800

1,800

1,800

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Hooper Street

3,200

4,400

4,400

4,400

4,400

4,400

4,400

Wiscasset

Route 218 s/o West Alna Road

2,300

3,200

3,200

3,200

3,200

3,200

3,200

Wiscasset

Bypass w/o Route 27

0

0

25,600

21,400

21,400

15,500

14,000

Bypass @ Sheepscot River

0

0

27,500

23,300

23,300

17,400

15,900

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

* Representative of Route 1 traffic volumes on Main Street in Wiscasset Village

Exhibit 4.19 – Change in 2030 SADTs by Alternative from 2000
Town

Location

Change from
Existing
No-build
Alternative

Change from No-Build
N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset

Route 1 s/o Birch Point Road

6,300 (27%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 1 n/o Old Bath Road

7,100 (27%)

-25,600 (-76%)

-21,400 (-63%)

-21,400 (-63%)

-15,500 (-46%)

-14,000 (-41%)

Wiscasset

Route 1 e/o Gardiner Road

6,600 (27%)

-27,500 (-88%)

-23,300 (-75%)

-23,300 (-75%)

-17,400 (-56%)

-15,900 (-51%)

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Davey Bridge*

7,000 (27%)

-27,600 (-84%)

-23,400 (-71%)

-23,400 (-71%)

-17,500 (-53%)

-16,000 (-49%)

Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Cod Cove

5,600 (27%)

0 (0%)

-23,300 (-88%)

-23,300 (-88%)

-17,400 (-66%)

-15,900 (-60%)

Edgecomb

Route 1 e/o Atlantic Hwy.

4,200 (27%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Route 1

3,200 (38%)

-1,900 (-16%)

-1,900 (-16%)

-1,900 (-16%)

-1,900 (-16%)

-1,900 (-16%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Hooper Street

3,000 (38%)

-1,900 (-17%)

-1,900 (-17%)

-1,900 (-17%)

-1,900 (-17%)

-1,900 (-17%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Fowle Hill Road

1,900 (37%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Route 1

2,200 (25%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Eddy Road

2,500 (26%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Route 1

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Hooper Street

Wiscasset

Route 218 s/o West Alna Road

Wiscasset
Wiscasset and Edgecomb

400 (29%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

1,200 (38%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

900 (39%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Bypass w/o Route 27

0 (NA)

25,600 (NA)

21,400 (NA)

21,400 (NA)

15,500 (NA)

14,000 (NA)

Bypass @ Sheepscot River

0 (NA)

27,500 (NA)

23,300 (NA)

23,300 (NA)

17,400 (NA)

15,900 (NA)

* Representative of Route 1 traffic volumes on Main Street in Wiscasset Village
NA = not applicable

				

the HCLs and reduce crash rates in comparison to the No-build Alternative. The
build alternatives are projected to result
in the reduction of 8 to 15 crashes per year
on Route 1 (exhibit 4.22). Alternatives
N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/N2h/N2f-2 would
result in the greatest reduction of crashes, reducing the number of crashes on
Route 1 by 15 per year, as compared to
the No-build Alternative. They would
provide a greater reduction in crashes
than other build alternatives because they
would bypass more length of Route 1 than
Alternative N2/N8c and attract more
Route 1 traffic than Alternatives N2/N2h
or N2/N2a/N2h. These other three build
alternatives would reduce the number
of crashes by 8 or 9 crashes per year as
compared to the No-Build Alternative.
The build alternatives would result in
cost savings from the reduction in crashes of approximately $500,000 to $900,000
annually, as compared to the No-build
Alternative.
The build alternatives would improve
safety through Wiscasset Village. By removing substantial amounts of vehicular through-traffic from Route 1 through
Wiscasset Village, the potential for conflicts between village pedestrian activity
and Route 1 through-traffic would be reduced. The build alternatives would alleviate congestion on Route 1 and remove
impediments to the movement of emergency vehicles. The 8-foot shoulders on
the build alternatives would better facilitate the ability of emergency vehicles
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to more quickly reach their destinations.
The positive impacts on safety from the
build alternatives would meet the project’s safety need.

4.4.4 What are the impacts to
system continuity and mobility?
4.4.4.1 System Continuity
The No-build Alternative would not impact system continuity on Route 1. Over
time, system continuity would further degrade with increases in traffic congestion.
The build alternatives would positively impact system continuity on Route 1
throughout the study area. The positive
impacts would result from continuity in
posted speeds; roadway geometrics; and
adjacent character, land use, and access
conditions. Proposed posted speeds for
the build alternatives would be 45 mph,
closely corresponding to posted speeds
at the termini points for the corridor. The
proposed roadway would carry a similar geometric and lane configuration
throughout its length. The proposed new
road would bypass the portion of Route 1
that lacks continuity because of changes in
roadway conditions as it transitions from
a higher-speed rural and suburban highway to a low-speed urban “Main Street”
and back to a higher-speed rural and suburban highway in Edgecomb.
4.4.4.2 Mobility
The No-build Alternative would negatively impact mobility along Route 1
through Wiscasset. Over time, traffic

Exhibit 4.20 – Projected 2030 DHV by Alternative
Town

Location

Existing (2000)

No-build
Alternative

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset

Route 1 s/o Birch Point Road

1,896

2,400

2,400

2,400

2,400

2,400

2,400

Wiscasset

Route 1 n/o Old Bath Road

2,136

2,704

656

992

992

1,464

1,584

Wiscasset

Route 1 e/o Route 27

1,968

2,496

296

632

632

1,104

1,224

Route 1 @ Davey Bridge*

2,080

2,640

432

768

768

1,240

1,360

Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Cod Cove

1,672

2,120

2,120

256

256

728

848

Edgecomb

Route 1 e/o Atlantic Highway

1,264

1,600

1,600

1,600

1,600

1,600

1,600

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Route 1

672

928

776

776

776

776

776

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Hooper Street

640

880

728

728

728

728

728

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Fowle Hill Road

408

560

560

560

560

560

560

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Route 1

712

888

888

888

888

888

888

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Eddy Road

768

968

968

968

968

968

968

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Route 1

112

144

144

144

144

144

144

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Hooper Street

256

352

352

352

352

352

352

Wiscasset

Route 218 s/o West Alna Road

184

256

256

256

256

256

256

Wiscasset

Bypass w/o Route 27

0

0

2,048

1,712

1,712

1,240

1,120

Bypass @ Sheepscot River

0

0

2,200

1,864

1,864

1,392

1,272

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

* Representative of Route 1 traffic volumes on Main Street in Wiscasset Village

Exhibit 4.21 – Change in DHV by Alternative
Town

Location

Change from
Existing
No-build
Alternative

Change from No-Build
N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset

Route 1 s/o Birch Point Road

504 (27%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 1 n/o Old Bath Road

568 (27%)

-2,048 (76%)

-1,712 (-63%)

-1,712 (-63%)

-1,240 (-46%)

-1,120 (-41%)

Wiscasset

Route 1 e/o Route 27

528 (27%)

-2,200 (88%)

-1,864 (-75%)

-1,864 (-75%)

-1,392 (-56%)

-1,272 (-51%)

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Davey Bridge*

560 (27%)

-2,208 (84%)

-1,872 (-71%)

-1,872 (-71%)

-1,400 (-53%)

-1,280 (-49%)

Edgecomb

Route 1 @ Cod Cove

448 (27%)

0 (0%)

-1,864 (-88%)

-1,864 (-88%)

-1,392 (-66%)

-1,272 (-60%)

Edgecomb

Route 1 e/o Atlantic Highway

336 (27%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Route 1

256 (38%)

-152 (-16%)

-152 (-16%)

-152 (-16%)

-152 (-16%)

-152 (-16%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Hooper Street

240 (38%)

-152 (-17%)

-152 (-17%)

-152 (-17%)

-152 (-17%)

-152 (-17%)

Wiscasset

Gardiner Road n/o Fowle Hill Road

152 (37%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Route 1

176 (25%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road s/o Eddy Road

200 (26%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Route 1

32 (29%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 218 n/o Hooper Street

96 (38%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Route 218 s/o West Alna Road

72 (39%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

Wiscasset

Bypass w/o Route 27

0 (NA)

2,048 (NA)

1,712 (NA)

1,712 (NA)

1,240 (NA)

1,120 (NA)

Bypass @ Sheepscot River

0 (NA)

2,200 (NA)

1,864 (NA)

1,864 (NA)

1,392 (NA)

1,272 (NA)

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

* Representative of Route 1 traffic volumes on Main Street in Wiscasset Village
NA = Not applicable
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Exhibit 4.22 – Overall Traffic Safety Impacts of Build Alternatives
Annual Impact

Non-Bypass
Crashes

Existing

No-Build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

2005

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

2030

51

66

42

34

34

42

44

15

17

17

15

14

57

51

51

57

58

-9

-15

-15

-9

-8

$2,100,000

$1,700,000

$1,700,000

$2,100,000

$2,200,000

$600,000

$700,000

$700,000

$600,000

$600,000

$2,700,000

$2,400,000

$2,400,000

$2,700,000

$2,800,000

-$600,000

-$900,000

-$900,000

-$600,000

-$500,000

Bypass
Crashes
Total
Crashes

51

66

Change in
Crashes
Non-Bypass
Crash Costs

$2,600,000

$3,300,000

Bypass
Crash Costs
Total
Crash Costs

$2,600,000

$3,300,000

Change in
Crash Costs from
No-Build

congestion would continue on Route 1
through Wiscasset Village during peak seasonal periods (exhibit 1.12). Northbound
and southbound backups emanating from
Wiscasset Village that typically begin before 11 a.m. and continue to 6 p.m. or later under existing conditions would likely
degrade and begin earlier in the morning
and continue later into the evening. Route
1 northbound from the Woolwich town
line through Wiscasset Village to Water
Street (approaching the Davey Bridge)
would operate at LOS F with a v/c ratio
greater than 1.0 and an estimated operating speed of 10 mph. Southbound Route 1
from the Newcastle–Edgecomb town line
to Water Street in Wiscasset would operate at LOS F with a v/c ratio greater than
1.0 and an estimated operating speed of
10 mph. The negative impact of the No-

build alternative on mobility through
Wiscasset Village would result in negative
impacts on community and economic resources (see section 4.5).
The build alternatives would have positive impacts on mobility and congestion
on Route 1, especially through Wiscasset
Village. The build alternatives would result in improvement over the No-build
Alternative. The improvements were
measured and presented in traffic volumes (see section 4.4.2), LOS, operating
speeds, v/c ratios, VHT, delays, and travel
time savings.
Improvements in LOS would result on
several roadway segments on Route 1 (exhibit 4.23). In the northbound direction,
the roadway segments of Route 1 from
Woolwich to Old Bath Road and from
Old Bath Road to Water Street would im-

prove from LOS F to LOS E and from LOS
F to LOS C, respectively, for DHVs. In the
southbound direction, the segments of
Route 1 from the Newcastle town line to
Boothbay Road and from Boothbay Road
to Water Street would improve from LOS
F to LOS E for DHVs.
Operating speeds on bypassed segments of Route 1 are expected to increase
with the build alternatives (exhibit 4.24).
Operating speeds on Route 1 northbound
from Woolwich to Old Bath Road would
increase from 10 mph under existing and
2030 No-build Alternatives to 40 mph for
the build alternatives. Operating speeds
on existing Route 1 northbound from
Old Bath Road to Water Street would
increase from 10 mph under the existing and 2030 No-build Alternative to
25 mph for the build alternatives. In the

				

southbound direction, operating speeds
on Route 1 from Newcastle to Boothbay
Road would increase from 10 mph under
the existing conditions and the 2030 Nobuild Alternative to 50 mph for the build
alternatives. Operating speeds on Route
1 southbound from Boothbay Road to
Water Street would increase from 10 mph
under existing conditions and the 2030
No-build Alternative to 40 mph for the
build alternatives. The build alternatives
would have operating speeds of 45 mph.
The build alternatives would positively impact v/c ratios on Route 1 through
Wiscasset Village. The v/c ratios on Route
1 would be lower than the No-build
Alternative but would vary by alternative,
with the lowest v/c ratios experienced
with Alternative N2/N8c (i.e., the alternative nearest to Route 1) and the highest experienced with Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
(i.e., the alternative farthest from Route
1) (exhibit 4.25). Conversely, v/c ratios on
the build alternatives would vary by alternative, with the lowest v/c ratios experienced with Alternative N2/N2a/N2h and
the highest experienced with Alternative
N2/N8c.
VMT and VHT are indicators of system
efficiency. VMT is a measure of automobile use and trip length. One vehicle traveling 1 mile constitutes one VMT. Over
time, VMT is affected by factors such as
population, employment rates, land development, infrastructure changes, and
housing density. VHT is a measure of vehicle use and trip time. One vehicle travel-

ing one hour constitutes one VHT. Similar
to VMT, VHT is affected by population,
employment, land development, infrastructure changes, and housing density.
Comparing changes in VMT provides a
direct measure of how the demand shifts
caused by the build alternatives impact
transportation efficiency. For example, an
alternative that provides a shorter route
would reduce VMT. Comparing changes
in VHT provides a direct measure of how
the demand shifts caused by the build alternatives impact transportation efficiency in terms of trip times. Alternatives that
provide faster routes would reduce VHT.
The 2030 VMT and VHT were quantified for the No-build and build alternatives (exhibit 4.26). The build alternatives would have longer distances than
existing travel patterns on Route 1; therefore, the VMT for each build alternative
would be higher than for the 2030 future
No-build Alternative. However, whereas
VMT would be higher for the build alternatives compared to the 2030 No-build
Alternative, VHT would be lower. The
VHT is lower due to the higher operating
speeds and shorter delays in Wiscasset
Village. The build alternatives would result in time savings of 8,200 to 8,600 VHT
per day in idling time on a summer day
over the No-build Alternative by 2030.
Over the course of a year, the build alternatives would result in annual time savings of more than 1 million VHT per year
over the No-Build Alternative by 2030.
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Exhibit 4.23 – Projected LOS by Alternative
Location

Exhibit 4.24 – Projected Operating Speeds by Alternative

Direction
of
Traffic

2000 No-Build
Alternative

2030 No-build
Alternative

2030 Build
Alternatives

Route

Town

From/To

Route 1

Wiscasset

Woolwich Town Line to
Old Bath Road

NB

F

F

E

SB

E

E

E

Route 1

Wiscasset

Old Bath Road
to Water Street

NB

F

F

C

SB

C

C

C

Route 1

Wiscasset and
Edgecomb

Water Street to
Boothbay Road

NB

E

E

E

SB

F

F

E

Route 1

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road to
Newcastle Town Line

NB

C

E

E

SB

F

F

E

Gardiner
Road

Wiscasset

Wiscasset HighSchool
to Route 1

NB

E

E

E

SB

E

E

E

Boothbay
Road

Edgecomb

Route 1 to
Boothbay Town Line

NB

E

E

E

SB

E

E

E

Route 218

Wiscasset

Route 1 to
Alna Town Line

NB

D

D

D

SB

D

D

D

Bypass

Wiscasset

Route 1
to Boothbay Road

NB

not applicable

not applicable

Bypass

Wiscasset and
Edgecomb

Route 27
to Boothbay Road

NB

not applicable

not applicable

SB
SB

Direction
of
Traffic

2000 No-build
Alternative
(mph)

2030 No-build
Alternative
(mph)

2030 Build
Alternatives
(mph)

Route

Town

From/To

Route 1

Wiscasset

Woolwich Town Line to
Old Bath Road

NB

10

10

40

SB

45

40

40

Route 1

Wiscasset

Old Bath Road to
Water St

NB

10

10

25

SB

25

25

25

Route 1

Wiscasset and
Edgecomb

Water Street to
Boothbay Road

NB

40

40

40

SB

10

10

40

Route 1

Edgecomb

Boothbay Road to
Newcastle Town Line

NB

50

50

50

SB

10

10

50

Gardiner
Road

Wiscasset

Wiscasset High School
to Route 1

NB

40

40

40

SB

40

40

40

Boothbay
Road

Edgecomb

Route 1 to
Boothbay Town Line

NB

50

50

50

SB

50

50

50

Route 218

Wiscasset

Route 1 to
Alna Town Line

NB

45

45

45

SB

45

45

45

Bypass

Wiscasset

Route 1 to
Boothbay Road

NB

not applicable

not applicable

Bypass

Wiscasset and
Edgecomb

Boothbay Road to
Route 1

NB

not applicable

not applicable

E
E
E
E

Note: Shading indicates improvement in LOS over the No-build Alternative

VHT, VMT, and safety impacts can
be used to extrapolate the comparative
economic impacts to motorists. Because
VHT represents travel times to complete all trips in the system, it can be
used to estimate the value of time saved
between the No-build and build alternatives. Similarly, changes in VMT can be
used to estimate the value of changes in
travel distance between the No-build and
build alternatives. The economic value of
safety impacts is shown in exhibit 4.22
Together, the impacts on VHT, VMT, and
safety can be summarized in the form
of overall travel benefits, as shown in

Location

SB
SB

45
45
45
45

Note: Shading indicates improvement in travel speeds over No-build Alternative

Exhibit 4.25 – 2030 V/C Ratios by Alternative
Location

Route

Town

From/To

Route 1

Wiscasset

Woolwich Town Line to Old Bath Road

Route 1

Wiscasset

Route 1

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Route 1

Edgecomb

Route 27

No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2a/N2f-1

N2/N2a/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Capacity

0.77

0.77

0.77

0.77

0.77

0.77

3,100

Old Bath Road to Water Street

over 1.00

0.35

0.52

0.52

0.77

0.83

2,100

Water Street to Route 27

over 1.00

0.23

0.40

0.40

0.65

0.72

2,400

Route 27 to Newcastle Town Line

0.51

0.51

0.51

0.51

0.51

0.51

3,100

Wiscasset

Wiscasset High School to Route 1

0.31

0.26

0.26

0.26

0.26

0.26

2,800

Route 27

Edgecomb

Route 1 to Boothbay Town Line

0.31

0.31

0.31

0.31

0.31

0.31

3,100

Route 218

Wiscasset

Route 1 to Alna Town Line

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.11

2,300

Bypass

Wiscasset

Route 1 to Route 27

n/a

0.66

0.55

0.55

0.40

0.36

3,100

Bypass

Wiscasset and Edgecomb

Route 27 to Route 1

n/a

0.70

0.60

0.60

0.45

0.41

3,100

Note: Shading denotes improvement over No-build Alternative
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Exhibit 4.26 – 2030 VMT and VHT by Alternative
VMT

No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Summer Day

115,000

152,000

147,000

147,000

152,000

150,000

Annual Total

31,800,000

41,300,000

40,300,000

40,300,000

41,600,000

41,100,000

9,700,000

8,500,000

8,500,000

9,800,000

9,300,000

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

Change in Total
VHT

No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Summer Day

19,100

10,500

10,700

10,700

10,900

10,900

Annual Total

3,070,000

1,940,000

1,980,000

1,980,000

2,030,000

2,040,000

-1,130,000

-1,090,000

-1,090,000

-1,040,000

-1,030,000

Change in Total

Exhibit 4.27 – Overall Travel Benefits in 2030
No-Build

Change in VHT

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

-1,130,000

-1,090,000

-1,090,000

-1,040,000

-1,030,000

$13,700,000

$13,100,000

$13,100,000

$12,500,000

$12,400,000

9,700,000

8,500,000

8,500,000

9,800,000

9,300,000

-$1,500,000

-$1,300,000

-$1,300,000

-$1,500,000

-$1,400,000

-9

-15

-15

-9

-8

Annual Safety Benefits

$600,000

$900,000

$900,000

$600,000

$500,000

Overall Travel Benefits

$12,800,000

$12,700,000

$12,700,000

$11,600,000

$11,500,000

Annual VHT Benefits
Change in VMT
Annual VMT Benefits
Change in Number of Crashes

exhibit 4.27. Reductions in VHT and
crashes brought about by the build alternatives would result in positive benefits
whereas the increases in VMT from the
build alternatives would produce negative
benefits (added costs). In combination,
the overall travel benefits of the build
alternatives are positive and very similar. On an annual basis, implementation
of the build alternatives would result in
overall travel benefits (measured in 2006
dollars and projected as savings) of $11.5
million to $12.8 million annually, by 2030
(exhibit 4.27).

4.5 What are the impacts to social
and economic conditions?
4.5.1 What are the impacts to land
use?
The No-build Alternative would result in continued adverse impacts to land
use, especially in Wiscasset Village. Over
time, traffic volumes on Route 1 through
Wiscasset and on other major roadways
would increase, resulting in increased delays and congestion. As traffic volumes increase, more local traffic would divert to
minor roadways seeking alternate routes
to bypass the traffic congestion in and approaching Wiscasset Village. Increasing

traffic volumes on minor roadways would
lead to increased congestion and delays to
motorists traveling on them and a general decrease in the quality of life. The increased congestion and delay would further exacerbate existing conditions that
make it difficult for businesses to thrive
and residents to travel unimpeded.
The Wisca sset Final D raft
Comprehensive Plan envisions a future
Wiscasset Village that has a thriving downtown with more diversity of businesses
serving residents and tourists and containing a mix of residential, commercial,
and institutional uses so that it becomes a

				

destination point. A key component of this
vision requires the removal of throughtraffic through Wiscasset Village on Route
1 by constructing a new roadway that bypasses the Wiscasset Village (Wiscasset,
2006). The No-build Alternative is not
consistent with the goals and vision of
the Wiscasset Final Draft Comprehensive
Plan (2006).
The build alternatives are consistent
with the vision and goals of the Wiscasset
Final Draft Master Plan because they
would remove portions of through-traffic from Wiscasset Village on Route 1 by
constructing a new roadway that bypasses
Wiscasset Village.
The No-build Alternative would impact
land use through the acquisition of property for use as transportation right-of-way
and the conversion of approximately 0.5
acre of land to transportation use to accommodate the improvements to the intersection of Route 1 and Boothbay Road
(exhibit 4.28).
The build alternatives would directly impact land use through the acquisition of property for use as transportation
right-of-way, and the conversion of a variety of land uses to transportation use (exhibit 4.28).
Alternative N2/N8c would require the
acquisition and conversion of approximately 57.3 acres to transportation use
consisting of forested land (26.7 acres),
residential land (17.5 acres), mixed-urban
or built-up land (4.7 acres), surface water
and wetlands (3.6 acres), commercial land

(2.4 acres), and shrub and brush rangeland (2.4 acres).
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would require the acquisition and conversion of
approximately 82.8 acres to transportation use consisting of forested land (41.1
acres), residential land (16.1 acres), commercial land (9.8 acres), shrub and brush
rangeland (6.1 acres), mixed-urban or
built-up land (4.5 acres), surface water
and wetlands (4.9 acres), and utility land
(0.3 acre).
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would require the acquisition and conversion of
approximately 90.0 acres to transportation use consisting of forested land (45.6
acres), residential land (20.3 acres), commercial land (7.8 acres), mixed-urban or
built-up land (7.3 acres), surface water
and wetlands (5.5 acres), shrub and brush
rangeland (3.2 acres), and utility land (0.3
acre).
Alternative N2/N2h would require the
acquisition and conversion of approximately 90.3 acres to transportation consisting of forested land (50.4 acres), residential land (15.5 acres), commercial land
(7.9 acres), mixed-urban or built-up land
(7.3 acres), surface water and wetlands
(5.7 acres), shrub and brush rangeland
(3.2 acres), and utility land (0.3 acre).
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would require the acquisition and conversion of
approximately 101.3 acres to transportation use consisting of forested land (61.6
acres), residential land (15.2 acres), commercial land (7.9 acres), mixed-urban or
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Exhibit 4.28 – Impacts to Land Use and Land Cover Types by Alternative
No-build (ac. / % of
Resource within Study
Area)

N2/N8c (ac. / % of Resource
within Study Area)

N2/N2h/N2f-1 (ac. / % of
Resource within Study
Area)

N2/N2h/N2f-2 (ac. / % of
Resource within Study
Area)

N2/N2h (ac. / % of
Resource within Study
Area)

N2/N2a/N2h (ac. / % of
Resource within Study
Area)

Residential

0 ac. / 0%

17.5 ac. / 4.1%

16.1 ac. / 3.8%

20.3 ac. / 4.7%

15.5 ac. / 3.6%

15.2 ac. / 3.6%

Commercial and Services

0 ac. / 0%

2.4 ac. / 2.5%

9.8 ac. /10.2%

7.8 ac. / 8.1%

7.9 ac. / 8.2%

7.9 ac. / 8.2%

Industrial

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

Transportation,
Communication, and
Utilities

0 ac. / 0%

0 ac. / 0%

0.3 ac. / 0.6%

0.3 ac. / 0.6%

0.3 ac. / 0.6%

0.09 ac. / 0.2%

Mixed Urban or Built-up

0 ac. / 0%

4.7 ac. / 1.4%

4.5 ac. / 1.3%

7.3 ac. / 2.2%

7.3 ac. / 2.2%

7.3 ac. / 2.2%

Shrub and Brush
Rangeland

0 ac. / 0%

2.4 ac. / 1.2%

6.1 ac. / 3.0%

3.2 ac. / 1.6%

3.2 ac. / 1.6%

3.5 ac. / 1.7%

Forested Land

0 ac. / 0%

26.7 ac. / 2.4%

41.1 ac. / 3.6%

45.6 ac. / 4.0%

50.4 ac. / 4.4%

61.6 ac. / 5.4%

Surface Water

0 ac. / 0%

0.07 ac. / 0%

0.08 ac. / 0%

0.08 ac. / 0%

0.5 ac. / 0.1%

0.5 ac. / 0.1%

0.5 ac. / 0.1%

3.5 ac. / 1.0%

4.8 ac. / 1.3%

5.4 ac. / 1.5%

5.2 ac. / 1.4%

5.2 ac. / 1.4%

0.5 ac. / 0%

57.3 ac. / 1.6%

82.8 ac. / 2.3%

90.0 ac. / 2.5%

90.3 ac. / 2.6%

101.3 ac. / 2.9%

Land Use

Wetlands
Total

built-up land (7.3 acres), surface water
and wetlands (5.7 acres), shrub and brush
rangeland (3.5 acres), and utility land (0.1
acre).
4.5.1.1 Displacements
The No-build Alternative would not require the acquisition and displacement of
residences and businesses.
The build alternatives would require the
acquisition and displacement of residences and businesses (exhibits 4.29 and 4.30).
The build alternatives would displace between 25 residences for Alternative N2/
N8c and 33 residences for Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-2. The build alternatives would
displace between 22 and 25 housing units
of 1,612 housing units in Wiscasset. The
build alternatives would displace between
zero and ten housing units of 572 housing
units in Edgecomb.

The build alternatives would displace
between 12 and 15 businesses. Of these
businesses, the build alternatives would
displace between ten and 12 businesses in
Wiscasset and zero to five businesses in
Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N8c would displace
25 residential units and 12 businesses in
Wiscasset. Alternative N2/N8c would also
displace the MaineDOT maintenance facility.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would displace 27 residential units and 13 businesses. Of the 27 housing units that
would be displaced by Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1, 23 are in Wiscasset and four
are in Edgecomb. Of the 13 businesses
that would be displaced by Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1, ten are in Wiscasset and
three are in Edgecomb.
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Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would displace 33 residential units and 15 businesses. Of the 33 housing units that would
be displaced by Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-2, 23 are in Wiscasset and ten are
in Edgecomb. Of the 15 businesses that
would be displaced by Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-2, ten are in Wiscasset and five
are in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h would displace 28
residential units and 15 businesses. Of
the 28 housing units that would be displaced by Alternative N2/N2h, 22 are in
Wiscasset and six are in Edgecomb. Of the
15 businesses that would be displaced by
Alternative N2/N2h, ten are in Wiscasset
and five are in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would displace 29 residential units and 15 businesses. Of the 29 housing units that
would be displaced by Alternative N2/

N2a/N2h, 23 are in Wiscasset and six are
in Edgecomb. Of the 15 businesses that
would be displaced by Alternative N2/
N2a/N2h, ten are in Wiscasset and five
are in Edgecomb.
Potential displacements of owner-occupied single-family residences vary from
20 to 24 among the build alternatives (exhibit 4.29). Tenant-occupied single-family
residences constitute two or three of the
dwellings, depending on the alternative
(exhibit 4.29).
The MaineDOT conducted an assessment of comparable replacement housing from February to April 2007 for residences displaced by the build alternatives.
The results of the assessment show that
there is sufficient, comparable replacement housing for sale and rent to meet
the needs of those displaced (MaineDOT,
June 2007).

In Wiscasset, there were 57 single-family residences listed for sale on February 2,
2007. Three of the 57 were mobile homes
and six were waterfront single-family
residences. The remaining 48 were nonwaterfront single-family residences with
listed prices ranging from $110,900 to
$595,000. In Wiscasset, listings for single-family residences fluctuated between
55 and 83 listings during a three-month
period in early 2007. In Edgecomb, there
were 22 single-family residences listed
for sale on February 2, 2007. Fourteen
of these were non-waterfront properties
and consisted of 13 single-family residences and one mobile home. The listing
prices ranged from $78,500 to $495,000.
The eight waterfront properties listed in
Edgecomb ranged in price from $359,000
to $995,000.
Although comparable replacement
housing units would be available in the
towns of those displaced, two recent
MaineDOT projects have shown that
between 33 and 60 percent of residential households would relocate to nearby
communities. On February 2, 2007, 306
residences were listed for sale in the ten
communities in and around the study
area (i.e., Alna, Boothbay, Damariscotta,
Dresden,
Edgecomb,
Georgetown,
Newcastle, Westport, Wiscasset, and
Woolwich). These listings were predominantly single-family residences with
some mobile homes and condominiums.
Of the properties, 102 were waterfront
properties, which typically are listed at a
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Exhibit 4.29 – Residential and Business Displacements
Alternative

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

Exhibit 4.30 – Business Displacements
Business Type

ALTERNATIVE

N2/N8c

N2/N2f-1

N2/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

Auto Parts Supply

X

X

X

X

X

Optician & Optical Goods

X

X

X

X

X

Landlord - Apartment

X

X

X

X

X

20

Landlord - Single-Family
Residential

X

X

X

X

X

23

24

Medical Office

X

X

X

X

X

2

2

2

Antique Shop

X

X

X

X

X

1

3

3

3

Landlord - Commercial

X

X

X

X

X

1

2

5

5

5

Trapping Supplies

X

X

X

X

X

Residential Displacements
in Wiscasset

25

23

23

22

23

Mortgage Originator

X

X

X

X

X

Residential Displacements
in Edgecomb

X

X

X

X

X

0

4

10

6

6

Landlord - Single - Family
Residential
Bed & Breakfast

X

Total Residential
Displacements

25

27

33

28

29

Landlord - Single-Family
Residential

X

Business Displacements in
Wiscasset

12

10

10

10

10

Bed Frame Sales Seasonal

X

Business Displacements in
Edgecomb

0

3

5

5

5

Cabin Rentals

X

X

X

X

Restaurant

X

X

X

X

Total Business
Displacements

12

13

15

15

15

Landlord - Apartments

X

X

X

Building Contractor

X

X

X

Seasonal Single-Family
Residential

0

1

2

1

2

Tenant Single-Family
Residential

3

2

2

2

2

Owner-Occupied SingleFamily Residential

21

22

24

20

Total Single Family
Residential

24

25

28

Apartments - Vacant

0

1

Apartments - Occupied

1

Total Apartments

Flooring Sales
TOTAL

higher price than non-waterfront properties.
Contacting two local real estate brokers
revealed six houses for rent. One broker
had four houses for rent in Wiscasset
and a second broker had a house for rent
in Damariscotta and a house for rent in
Westport. One landlord was contacted
regarding residential apartment rentals.
Five apartment vacancies were identified.
Based on a late winter 2007 review of
available commercial properties, 14 properties were available for development. At

least three properties were available along
Route 1 in Edgecomb. Some of these parcels are large acreage tracts offered by
developers for commercial development
and others have existing commercial or
residential structures. Over the past few
years, there has been a trend to purchase
and convert residences along Route 1 in
Wiscasset to office or business use and
this trend is expected to continue. In addition, there are several buildings with rental space offered along Route 1 that businesses may find suitable for relocation.

12

13

X

X

X

15

15

15

Note: Of the 18 potential businesses displaced, 17 are owner-occupied, and the antique store is a
tenant.

Federal and federally funded actions
that require acquisition of private property must comply with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC § 2000d); the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended (49 USC §§ 4601 et seq.); and
the regulations for implementing the act
contained in 49 CFR part 24. These legislative controls protect owners from unfair
and inequitable acquisition of property.

				

Property owners have the right to just
compensation for their property and the
right to be present during an appraisal. The
MaineDOT would offer just compensation in writing for the property or portion
of property acquired for the project. The
MaineDOT cannot take action to force
or coerce a property owner into taking its
offer. When an agreement is reached and
the necessary paperwork completed, the
MaineDOT would pay the property owner for the property or portion of proper-

ty acquired. The MaineDOT would also
pay incidental expenses such as recording
fees and transfer taxes and other similar
expenses necessary for the transaction.
The MaineDOT would assist the property owner and tenants on the property (if
applicable) to relocate. The MaineDOT
would provide at least 90 days’ notice before the people using the property would
be required to move. The MaineDOT
would provide a relocation counselor to
interview the property owner to determine the property owner’s needs and estimate the time needed to move to a new
location. The MaineDOT would reimburse moving costs and some additional
expenses.
4.5.1.2 Visual and Aesthetic
Environment
The No-build Alternative would not
impact the visual and aesthetic environment.
The build alternatives would result
in the loss of some forest and grassland
and introduce visual elements in both
Wiscasset and Edgecomb.
N2 would remove undeveloped land
and vegetation from Route 1 to Gardiner
Road. This portion of the build alternatives would be seen from Old Bath
Road, Bradford Road, Willow Lane, and
Gardiner Road. N2 would cross under
these roads, minimizing the visual intrusion. Additionally, vegetation would be
planted along N2 to help minimize the
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loss of some forest and grassland and naturally vegetated areas.
Alternative N2/N8c would introduce a
dominant visual element – the 4,150-foot
bridge across the Sheepscot River (exhibit 2.17). It would be visible from most
areas of the shoreline in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would remove some forested land along the waterfront of Clark Point and the loss of some
forest and grassland along the Sheepscot
River waterfront in Edgecomb. Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1 includes a 1,600-foot
bridge across the Sheepscot River between
Clark Point and the Edgecomb shoreline.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would result in the loss of some forested land along
the waterfront area of Clark Point and the
loss of some forest and grassland along the
Sheepscot River waterfront in Edgecomb.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 includes the
construction of a 1,600-foot bridge across
the Sheepscot River between Clark Point
and the Edgecomb shoreline.
Alternative N2/N2h would remove
some forested land along the Polly Clark
Cove, Clark Point, and some forested
land east and north of Englebrekt Road in
Edgecomb (exhibit 2.27). Alternative N2/
N2h includes the construction of a 2,200foot bridge across the Sheepscot River.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would remove some forested land on Clark Point
and east and north of Englebrekt Road.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h includes the
construction of an approximate 700-foot

bridge, north and east of Englebrekt Road
in Edgecomb.
4.5.1.3 Communities and
Neighborhoods
The No-build Alternative would have a
negative impact on the pedestrian-scale
Wiscasset Village neighborhood from
the increase in through-traffic of Route
1. Continued growth of traffic on Route
1 would render Wiscasset Village less attractive as a walkable neighborhood because of increased traffic, noise, and reduced safety. Edgecomb would experience
increases in traffic and noise on Route 1.
The build alternatives would have both
adverse and beneficial impacts to communities and neighborhoods in Wiscasset
and Edgecomb. Wiscasset Village would
benefit from reduced traffic and noise
with the build alternatives, which would
divert through-traffic from Route 1 (see
sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2).
The build alternatives would displace
residences in the Bayview Heights, Deer
Ridge, and Clark Point neighborhoods.
Additionally, they would impact residences on Willow Lane and Route 218.
The build alternatives would displace residences on Englebrekt Road in Edgecomb.
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact the Sheepscot Bay
housing complex.
Alternative N2/N8c would displace approximately 16 homes on Willow Lane
(west of Churchill Street) and Gardiner
Road (between Langdon Road and the
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interchange with the build alternatives)
of approximately 24 homes on these
two roads. It would impact the Bayview
Heights neighborhood (one displacement
out of five homes). It would displace six
residences of approximately 40 residences on Route 218 between the Wiscasset
Middle School and the intersection with
Clark’s Point Road.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would displace approximately 16 homes on Willow
Lane (west of Churchill Street) and
Gardiner Road (between Langdon Road
and the interchange with the build alternatives) of approximately 24 homes on
these two roads. It would displace two
out of five homes in the Bayview Heights
neighborhood. It would impact the northern section of the Deer Ridge neighborhood resulting in one displacement (i.e.,
on the northern side of Deer Ridge Road
across from the housing complex). In
Edgecomb, Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
would traverse the eastern portion of the
Englebrekt Road area resulting in two residential displacements of approximately
11 residences on Englebrekt Road.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would
have identical impacts in Wiscasset as
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 but would
have a greater impact on the Englebrekt
Road area with four residential displacements of approximately 11 residences on
Englebrekt Road.
Alternative N2/N2h would have impacts similar to those of Alternatives
N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/N2h/N2f-2. In

Edgecomb, Alternative N2/N2h would
not impact residences on Englebrekt Road
because it would be east of the road.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would have
impacts similar to those of Alternatives
N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, and N2/
N2h. The Clark Point subdivision under construction was planned and designed to reserve space to accommodate
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h, in the event that
it is identified as the preferred alternative.
In Edgecomb, Alternative N2/N2h would
not impact residences on Englebrekt Road
because it would be east of the road.
4.5.1.4 Community Facilities and
Services
The No-build Alternative would result
in increased traffic congestion on Route
1. The peak traffic congestion would increase in both the number of hours per
day and the number of days per year. At
locations where side streets intersect with
Route 1, traffic congestion would stop
vehicles for greater periods on narrow
streets where emergency vehicles cannot pass. With the No-build Alternative,
emergency-response vehicles would continue to have difficulty accessing Route 1
and getting to their destinations in a timely manner. Pedestrian safety would not
improve along Route 1 in Wiscasset.
The build alternatives would have a
beneficial impact on community facilities
and services. The build alternatives would
result in a 50 percent or more reduction
of peak summer traffic volume on Route

1, substantially improving access to the
Wiscasset municipal building, Lincoln
County courthouse and town hall, as well
as local shops.
Emergency-response services (e.g., fire,
police, and ambulance) would benefit
from a reduction in traffic congestion on
Route 1 from the build alternatives. This
was highlighted as a key issue during the
public scoping process because with existing conditions, traffic congestion prevents emergency vehicles from easily accessing Route 1 through Wiscasset and
Edgecomb during the summer months.
The build alternatives would have a beneficial impact on public transportation.
Congestion on Route 1 would be reduced,
thereby allowing for a more time-efficient
use of public transportation. Similarly, the
reduction in traffic congestion would create a safer environment for pedestrians
and bicyclists traveling through Wiscasset
Village. The MaineDOT would construct
a bicycle path from Route 1 to Route 218
in Wiscasset as an element of the build alternatives’ design.
The build alternatives would not impact schools. The build alternatives
cross Gardiner Road south of Wiscasset
Elementary School. The build alternatives
would be constructed under Gardiner
Road to minimize visual impacts to the
school. The projected improvements
in travel conditions through Wiscasset
Village resulting from the implementation of the build alternatives would be expected to have positive impacts on travel
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to and from Wiscasset schools. The proposed interchange on Gardiner Road with
the build alternatives would provide greater access to both Wiscasset Elementary
School and Wiscasset High School.

4.5.2 What are the impacts to
cultural resources?
This section addresses impacts from
the No-build and build alternatives to potentially significant historical resources,
as defined by Section 106 of the NHPA
(exhibit 4.31). Impacts to properties afforded consideration and protection under Section 4(f ) are addressed in chapter
8.
4.5.2.1 Architectural Sites
4.5.2.1.1 Wiscasset Historic District
The No-build Alternative would result
in an adverse effect to the NRHP-listed
Wiscasset Historic District under Section

106. The increasing congestion would lead
to a greater number of conflicts between
vehicular and pedestrian traffic. The continuing degradation of a “walkable” connectivity among the individual resources in the Historic District would have an
adverse effect on their current and traditional uses and would further undermine
the cohesiveness that characterizes the
district as a whole.
The increase in traffic would increase
noise. Route 1 traffic already has a noise
impact in the Wiscasset Historic District.
Noise-analysis results for existing conditions show that noise levels along Route
1 range from 61 to 70 dBA. The analysis
also shows an increase in noise levels in
Wiscasset Village, with noise levels at or
above 66 dBA (i.e., the noise level warranting consideration of noise abatement)
under the No-build Alternative with pro-

Exhibit 4.31 – Impacts to Potentially Significant Historical Resources
Resource

No-build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/
N2f-1

N2/N2h/
N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/
N2h

Wiscasset Historic
District

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

Nickels–Sortwell
House

adverse
effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

Sortwell Farm

no effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

16 Bradford Road

no effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

adverse
effect

Sheepscot River
Bridge

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

adverse
effect

no adverse
effect

Wiscasset Jail and
Museum

no effect

conditional
no adverse
effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

jected 2030 traffic (see section 4.3.2 and
exhibit 4.17).
The build alternatives would have
an adverse effect on the Sortwell Farm
and 16 Bradford Road properties in the
Wiscasset Historic District, as well as the
district itself (SHPO, 2006). The Sortwell
Farm represents the only farmstead in the
Wiscasset Historic District that has remained intact. Therefore, the impact to
the farm would constitute an adverse effect to the Wiscasset Historic District as
a whole because there is no other existing
farmstead within its boundaries.
Alternative N2/N8c would have an additional adverse effect on the setting and
feeling of the Wiscasset Historic District
due to the visual and noise changes resulting at the northeastern corner of
the district and the construction of a
new bridge across the Sheepscot River.
Approximately 2 acres of land from the
northeast corner of the district would be
acquired. It has been determined that the
potential construction of the N8c portion
of Alternative N2/N8c would result in no
additional adverse effect to the Wiscasset
Historic District and architectural properties within it conditional on planting
screening vegetation (MHPC, August 10,
2006).
4.5.2.1.2 Sheepscot River Bridge
Th e N o - b u i l d A l te r n at i v e a n d
Alternatives N2/N8c, N2/N2h/N2f-1,
N2/N2h/N2f-2, and N2/N2a/N2h would

				

have no adverse effect on the Sheepscot
River Bridge (MHPC, August 10, 2006).
Alternative N2/N2h would have an adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible railroad
bridge that crosses the Sheepscot River.
“Although there [would] be no direct
physical impact on this structure, the new
highway bridge that would be constructed parallel to and on the downstream side
of it [would] alter the setting and feeling
of the historic railroad bridge” (MHPC,
August 10, 2006).
4.5.2.1.3 Fort Edgecomb
The No-build and build alternatives
would not have an adverse effect on Fort
Edgecomb.
4.5.2.1.4 Individual Properties
The No-build Alternative would have
an adverse effect on the Nickels–Sortwell
House. Increasing congestion would make
access more difficult to this National
Historic Landmark that fronts on Route
1 and would have an adverse effect on its
current use as a museum and ability to attract visitors.
The build alternatives would bisect
the contributing Sortwell Farm property,
creating a physical barrier between the
farm buildings and a portion of the adjacent field and wooded areas. The Sortwell
Farm represents the only farmstead within the Wiscasset Historic District that has
remained intact. This construction of the
build alternatives would substantially alter the characteristic of the setting and

feeling that help to convey the agricultural history of the Sortwell Farm and would
result in an adverse effect on that property.
The agricultural significance of the farm
buildings would remain (MHPC, August
10, 2006). Approximately 6.4 acres of the
36 acres of the Sortwell property would
be acquired.
The build alternatives would have an
adverse effect on the contributing property at 16 Bradford Road by removing a portion of the grassed and wooded area connected to the area that contains the main
buildings of the property. Approximately
0.9 acre of land would be acquired from
the 2.5-acre lot. The SHPO has raised
concerns about possible noise impacts to
the 16 Bradford Road property (MHPC,
August 10, 2006).
Alternative N2/N8c would have a conditional no adverse effect on the Wiscasset
Jail and Museum, provided that the embankment of the western approach to the
new bridge is planted with trees (MHPC,
August 10, 2006). The new plantings
would minimize the visibility of the roadway from the Wiscasset Jail and Museum
and reestablish the existing vegetation.
The No-build and build alternatives
would not have an adverse effect on the
following historic properties:
•
•
•

The U.S. Customs House and Post
Office–Old Courthouse
The Red Brick School
The Captain George Scott House
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•
•
•
•

Property 190 (Willow Lane,
Wiscasset)
Property 191 (Willow Lane,
Wiscasset)
Property 141-0006 (Fort Road,
Edgecomb)
Property 141-0007 (Fort Road,
Edgecomb)

4.5.2.2 Archeological Resources
The FHWA, the SHPO, and the
MaineDOT have executed a MOA, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2), to allow for phased identification and evaluation of archeological sites. Eligibility
determinations and levels of effect will be
determined for any sites, and the results
would be included in the FEIS. A preliminary discussion of potential impacts is
provided in this section. Additional laboratory work by MHPC remains to be done
to finalize eligibility determinations and
to make findings of effect with respect to
potential impacts.
4.5.2.2.1 Prehistoric Archeological
Properties
The No-build Alternative would not
have an adverse effect on prehistoric archeological resources.
Alternative N2/N8c may result in an
adverse effect on site 26.56 and may require Phase III data-recovery efforts.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 may result
in adverse effects on sites 26.13, 26.54,
26.58, 26.59, 26.60, and 26.64 and may require Phase III data recovery efforts.

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 may result
in adverse effects on sites 26.13, 26.54,
26.58, 26.59, 26.60, and 26.64 and may require Phase III data-recovery efforts.
Alternative N2/N2h may result in an
adverse effect on site 26.54 and may require Phase III data-recovery efforts.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would not
have an adverse effect on prehistoric archeological sites.
4.5.2.2.2 Historic Archeological
Properties
The No-build Alternative would not
have an adverse effect on historic archeological resources.
The build alternatives have a potential
adverse effect on the Sheldon Site and may
require Phase III data-recovery efforts.
Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/
N2h/N2f-2 may result in an adverse effect
on the Walker Site and may require Phase
III data-recovery efforts.
In addition, Alternatives N2/N2h/
N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, and N2/N2h may
result in an adverse effect on Sutter Mill,
but additional engineering work would be
required before that determination can be
made.

4.5.3 What are the impacts to
public parks and recreation lands?
The No-build Alternative and build alternatives would not impact public parks
and recreation lands.

110 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

4.5.4 What are the impacts to
economic conditions?
The projected impacts to the economic
conditions in the study area were developed by establishing a baseline condition
in the study area and comparing it to the
anticipated conditions for the no-build
and build alternatives. The sources of information and tools used in developing
the impacts were literature review (town
planning doctrines, census data, case
studies, other published sources), the results of the MaineDOT business survey,
and the results of the MaineDOT’s traffic
analysis.
4.5.4.1 Population, Demographics, and
Labor Force
The No-build Alternative would not
impact the population, demographics,
and labor force of the study area.
The build alternatives would not impact minority, ethnic, large family or economically disadvantaged individuals or
families. One residence occupied by a
disabled person would be displaced with
each build alternative except Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1. Seven elderly households
are along one or more build alternatives.
Alternative N2/N8c would displace six
elderly households. Alternatives N2/
N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h, and N2/N2a/N2h
would displace five elderly households.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would displace six elderly households (MaineDOT,
June 2007).

The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact the labor force (i.e.,
the number of adults 16 and older either
working or actively looking for work) in
the study area.
4.5.4.2 Assessed Value and Tax Base
The No-build Alternative would not displace residences or businesses. Throughtraffic would continue to use Route 1 and
travel through Wiscasset Village. The Nobuild Alternative may adversely impact
the property values of homes near Route
1 due to impeded access, a lack of onstreet parking, and a general decrease in
the quality of life.
The MaineDOT calculated the estimated loss of tax revenue by comparing the
properties that would need to be acquired
for the build alternatives against their assessed values. The build alternatives would
result in a loss of annual property-tax revenue from those properties. However, the
loss of tax revenue would not substantially impact the towns of Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. The loss of tax revenue from
the build alternatives ranges from $69,100
to $74,600 in Wiscasset—a loss of less
than 1.03 percent. The loss of tax revenue
from the build alternatives in Edgecomb
ranges from $4,700 to $26,500—a loss of
less than 1.53 percent.
With Alternative N2/N8c, Wiscasset
would lose $69,100 and Edgecomb would
lose $4,700 in property-tax revenues.
Wi t h
Alternative
N2/N2h/
N 2 f - 1 , Wiscasset would lose $74,600

and Edgecomb would lose $26,500 in
property-tax revenues.
Wi th
A l ter n at i v e
N 2 /N 2 h/
N 2 f - 2 , Wiscasset would lose $69,800 and
Edgecomb would lose $22,000 in property-tax revenues.
With Alternative N2/N2h, Wiscasset
would lose $71,100 and Edgecomb would
lose $18,000 in property-tax revenues.
Wi th a l te r n at i v e N 2 / N 2 a / N 2 h ,
Wiscasset would lose $72,000 and
Edgecomb would lose $16,300 in property-tax revenues.
4.5.4.3 Employment and Industry
Trends
The No-build Alternative would not
displace jobs in the study area.
The build alternatives would displace
businesses in the study area (see section
4.5.1.1 and exhibit 4.32) resulting in the
displacement of 17 to 19 jobs in Wiscasset.
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 1,890
people reported working in Wiscasset (of
which 603 were Wiscasset residents).
The build alternatives would displace
14 to 38 jobs in Edgecomb. The 2000
U.S. Census indicates that 568 adults in
Edgecomb were employed but only approximately 20 percent (113 people)
worked in Edgecomb. The actual number
of jobs in Edgecomb is not available.
In Edgecomb, Alternative N2/N8c
would displace the MaineDOT highway
maintenance facility on Davis Island in
addition to its impacts on businesses.

4 · Environmental Consequences
Exhibit 4.32 – Business Employment Impacted by Displacements
Employment
Type

Alternative

N2/N8c

N2/N2f-1

N2/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Year-Round
Full-Time

33

20

42

42

42

Year-Round
Part-Time

0

3

3

3

3

Seasonal
Full-Time

0

4

4

4

4

Seasonal
Part-Time

0

6

6

6

6

Total
Wiscasset

19

17

17

17

17

Total
Edgecomb

14

16

38

38

38

Total

33

33

55

55

55

The No-build Alternative would permit
continued patronage of local businesses
by through-travelers. However, impediments to shopping, such as increased
travel time and lower operating speeds,
decreased ease of parking, decreased mobility, and decreased pedestrian safety,
would increase over time as traffic volumes increase.
In August 2001, the MaineDOT conducted a survey of businesses in and near
the study area. Of the 73 businesses surveyed, 51 responded. Most of the business
owners responding to the survey indicated
that their businesses operate year-round
(i.e., 34 of 51 responses). Eight businesses indicated that they operate only during
the summer months, and nine businesses
indicated that they operate for an extended period during the spring/summer/fall
months (e.g., May to October). Responses

to 39 of 51 surveys indicated that customers and/or employees were negatively
impacted by traffic (MaineDOT, August
2001).
The build alternatives would result in
a diversion of a portion of the traffic that
travels on Route 1. The MaineDOT business survey indicated that although traffic
congestion negatively impacts employees
and customers of businesses in the study
area, many businesses depend on the increased seasonal traffic. The MaineDOT
business survey concluded:
•

Businesses that are open only for the
summer months depend heavily on
visitors for their business. The eight
businesses responding to the survey
that are open only in the summer reported that 80 to 90 percent of their

•

•

business is provided by visitors to the
area.
Businesses that are open year-round
experience higher business volume in
the summer (26 of 34 responses).
For most businesses, drive-by traffic is
important to their business (38 of 51
responses).

The traffic-diversion potential of the
build alternatives varies. Whereas each
build alternative would reduce throughtraffic and congestion in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb in general, the build alternatives closer to Wiscasset Village would divert a larger percentage of through-traffic. The removal of a substantial portion
of through-traffic on Route 1 would improve access and safety and reduce traffic
congestion for customers of businesses in
Wiscasset.
Literature summarizing the impacts of
bypasses on communities was reviewed to
better understand the economic impacts
to businesses and the review consisted of
studies of more than 270 bypassed communities with varying size, demographic
composition, and economic characteristics. The research was conducted by the
National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP), University of Kansas,
Washington State University, University of
Texas at Austin, and Wisconsin and Iowa
Departments of Transportation. Data collected ranged from interviews about local
opinions, to origin–destination surveys,

				

to statistical analysis and economic impact modeling.
The studies summarized in the literature review found that most of bypassed
towns do not suffer adverse economic
impacts from the bypass. However, a bypass can cause negative impacts to traveloriented businesses in a community. The
probable likelihood and severity of these
negative impacts differed among studies.
Bypasses can result in decreased business for some local businesses, specifically traveler-oriented businesses and
particularly in communities with populations fewer than 1,000. However, adverse
impacts do not occur in most traveler-oriented businesses. Sales at traffic-serving
businesses along the bypassed route declined in fewer than 30 percent of cases
studied (NCHRP, 1996).
In 64 percent of cases studied by the
NCHRP, overall business activity grew
more rapidly where bypasses had been
constructed than in comparable “control” communities that were not bypassed
(NCHRP, 1996). Some of this growth may
be a reason for construction of a bypass
rather than an impact from it.
In most of the 17 cases studied in
Wisconsin, the combined traffic on the
old and new routes showed growth trends
well above average for the state and for
the comparable control group (Wisconsin
DOT, 1998). Some of this growth may be
a reason for construction of a bypass rather than an impact from it.

In nearly all of the communities studied by the NCHRP (i.e., 93 of 98 cases),
the amount of land in commercial or industrial use increased along the existing
routes (NCHRP, 1996). Land values were
found to increase along the original route
in 47 of 50 cases studied. The rates of decline were no greater than 2.4 percent
for the remaining three cases (NCHRP,
1996).
In the 17 Wisconsin towns studied,
fewer than 5 percent of retail, lodging,
and amusement businesses in bypassed
communities were within a half-mile of a
bypass interchange or intersection. Many
traffic-oriented businesses built after bypass construction were located inside the
communities rather than near the bypass.
The majority of retail businesses had not
moved from their pre-bypass locations
(Wisconsin DOT, 1998).
According to the University of Texas at
Austin study, negative impacts to traveloriented industry sectors begin when certain critical values of traffic reduction are
reached. The study found that these critical values are 31 percent for retail sales, 26
percent for eating and drinking establishments, and 43 percent for service industries. Gasoline service stations are negatively impacted regardless of the level of
traffic loss (a finding qualitatively supported in most of the studies).
The Iowa DOT, Wisconsin DOT, and
Washington State University studies also
highlighted the beneficial impact of reduced traffic congestion on a bypassed
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route. The Iowa DOT found that due to
the decreased through-traffic, traffic congestion and crash rates decrease along a
bypassed route, and the bypassed business district becomes a safer and more
comfortable place to shop. The Wisconsin
DOT found that bypasses improved overall accessibility to and from the bypassed
communities. The Washington State
University and University of Kansas studies found that bypass routes that improve
access to major trading centers might increase economic-development opportunities for small towns and increase basic
industries present. Growth in basic industry has an indirect benefit on local retailing and services.
Several studies noted that wayfinder
signs could reduce the negative impact
of a bypass to businesses. Signs that inform through-travelers of the town’s location, businesses, and points of interest
can increase the likelihood that the travelers would stop. The University of Texas
Center for Transportation Research states
that wayfinder signs are a simple but potentially effective technique for minimizing some of the negative impacts of
a bypass on existing community businesses. The North Carolina Division of
Community Assistance similarly noted in
a 1991 report that adequate signs are important for minimizing the negative impacts of a bypass.
The studies summarized in the literature review found that most bypassed
towns do not suffer adverse impacts from

a bypass. Results also indicate that most
retail businesses had not moved from
their pre-bypass locations, suggesting
that most retail business in the study area
would not be likely to relocate.
There would be little direct economic
impact to Edgecomb. Vehicles would continue to drive in Edgecomb once the alternative reconnects with Route 1. However,
indirect economic impacts to Edgecomb
are possible. Over time, additional businesses could decide to relocate adjacent to
where the build alternatives connect with
Route 1. The secondary development of
these future businesses would bring economic benefits to Edgecomb by providing
jobs and generating sales tax.
Construction of the build alternatives
would create direct, indirect, and induced
employment. Direct employment consists
of workers employed at the highway construction site; indirect employment consists of offsite construction workers (e.g.,
administrative and clerical) and workers
in construction-supply industries (e.g.,
steel and cement products). Induced employment consists of workers supported
throughout the economy when highway
construction workers spend their wages
(FHWA, 1996).
The FHWA estimates that for every
$1 million in highway infrastructure investment, an approximate 42.1 full-time
equivalent jobs are created. The 42.1 jobs
per million dollars of highway investment
consist of approximately 8 direct jobs, 20
indirect jobs, and 14 induced jobs. Based
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on that estimate, the build alternatives
would create between an approximate
2,800 and 3,200 full-time equivalent jobs.
This employment increase would not necessarily be created entirely in the study
area, but it is likely that an increase in
employment at the local and county level
would result.
The No-build and build alternatives
would not impact employment by industry or industry trends.
4.5.4.4 Travel Time and Economic
Efficiency
One measure of the economic benefits
of the build alternatives is reduced traveltime. The travel time savings can be converted to dollar values. The value of time
depends on whether the driver is (1) employed to drive the vehicle, in which case
the value of time is the total of his or her
wages plus fringe benefits, estimated at
$21.30 per hour; (2) a commuter to or
from work, estimated at $10 per hour; or
(3) on personal business, in which case his
or her time is valued at about 40 percent
of the wage rate, or $6 per hour.
These average values of time are intended to capture various economic benefits. For those driving as part of their
jobs, time saved is a direct economic benefit to their employers, directly translating into increased productivity for existing employees and/or reduced need for
staff or outside services. For commuters,
reduced commuting time can mean additional productivity at work. It would

also allow employees to look farther from
their homes for better-paying jobs. For
other trips, the value of time indicates
what people are willing to pay for the convenience of a faster trip; it would provide
more opportunities to be more economically productive than sitting in traffic.
The average value of time per vehicle
is calculated by assuming (1) 10 percent
of vehicle trips are driven by paid workers; (2) 21 percent of trips are commuting
trips (from national surveys); and (3) 69
percent of trips are for some other purpose. The average occupancy of paid driver trips is conservatively estimated at 1
passenger, of commuter trips at 1.1 passengers, and other trips at 1.8 passengers.
This produces an average time value per
vehicle hour of $12.06.
The No-build Alternative would impact
the economy. Route 1 through Wiscasset
would continue to have increasing traffic congestion. The delay in traffic would
continue to result in a loss of time and
money to those who are trying to get to
work or deliver goods and services. Over
time, the annual loss of time due to con-

gestion would increase from 1,450,000 to
2,270,000 vehicle-hours in 2030. In terms
of dollars, the cost of time lost due to traffic congestion would grow from $17.4
million in 2005 to $27.4 million in 2030.
The build alternatives would have a
beneficial impact on the economy (exhibit
4.33). Travel-time reductions are calculated by comparing the No-build and build
alternatives’ travel times and multiplying
the travel time saved per vehicle by the
number of VPD. Time savings would be
between $99,000 and $104,000 saved for
a summer day (i.e., July-August) and between $12.2 million and $13.5 million for
the entire year in 2030.

4.5.5 What are the impacts
to minority and low-income
populations?
FHWA Order 6640.23, Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, requires the FHWA to identify these population segments and identify discriminatory and disproportionately high and adverse human health or

Exhibit 4.33 – Travel Time Benefits in 2030
Alternative
No-build

Daily Travel Time
Daily Value of
Daily Travel Time Annual Value of
Saved, JulyTravel Time Saved
Saved, Annual
Travel Time Saved
August 2030
July-August 2030
2030 (VHT)
2030
(VHT/day)
0

0

0

0

N2/N8c

8,600

$104,000

1,120,000

$13.5 milllion

N2/N2h/N2f-1

8,400

$101,000

1,070,000

$13.0 milllion

N2/N2h/N2f-2

8,400

$101,000

1,070,000

$13.0 milllion

N2/N2h

8,200

$99,000

1,020,000

$12.3 milllion

N2/N2a/N2h

8,200

$99,000

1,010,000

$12.2 milllion
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environmental impacts, including social
and economic impacts, generated by the
proposed action.
The No-build and build alternatives
would not disproportionately impact minority and disadvantaged populations.
The population of the study area is predominantly White with few minorities.
Although the study area does contain lowincome households, these households are
interspersed among middle- and higherincome households.

4.6 What are the impacts from
construction?
Impacts from construction of an alternative are temporary and occur during and following construction. The time
for the individual or specific construction
impacts to dissipate varies with the type
of activity performed and resource impacted; most construction impacts cease
immediately after the activity in an area is
completed. Other impacts, such as those
from bridge construction, can take years
to return to preconstruction conditions.
Some specific construction impacts
cannot be estimated at this time because
they depend on several factors that are determined either during final design or by
the contractor before or during construction: location for staging and stockpiling equipment and materials, the timing
and sequencing of construction, specific
construction methods and materials and
equipment to use, and areas for the disposal of debris and excess earth material.

Threatened and Endangered Species
In-depth information on the construction impacts to Atlantic salmon
and shortnose sturgeon are presented in the Endangered Species Technical
Memorandum in appendix B. It presents
the anticipated impacts, by alternative,
from construction and mitigation measures to be considered further during the
planning and design phases of the project. The technical memorandum documents the MaineDOT’s informal consultation with the NMFS under Section 7 of
the ESA to date.
Construction of the build alternatives would impact areas used by Atlantic
salmon and shortnose sturgeon. The impacts to Atlantic salmon would result
from noise and turbidity from bridge construction disrupting migration through
the study area. The impacts to shortnose
sturgeon would result from noise from
bridge construction and impacts to their
feeding habitat and migration.
The primary impact to Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon would be
noise during bridge construction. Fish are
sensitive to the effects of intense sound
waves. Extreme changes in pressure can
be especially damaging to species with
swim bladders, such as the salmonids,
and can cause severe injury or mortality,
either instantaneously or over the course
of a few days, by individuals exposed for
a length of time (NMFS, 2003). Such severe effects generally occur when sound
intensity exceeds 190 dBA. Non fatal in-

juries, such as permanent hearing damage and stress, frequently occur when
levels exceed 180 dBA. Behavioral modification, such as avoidance and startle responses, are often observed in species of
fish when sound levels exceed 150 dBA at
a frequency above the hearing threshold
of the species. These are general thresholds for fish but due to differences in the
hearing mechanism, some species are
more sensitive than others to moderately intense (i.e., less than 180 dBA) noise
levels. Installation of sheet piles would exceed 180 dBA (MaineDOT, 2007a).
Construction impacts would depend
on the type, number, and location of piers
and how long it would take to build them
(exhibit 4.34).
According to the NMFS, neither
Atlantic salmon nor shortnose sturgeon are found in the study area between
November 9 and April 8. This yearly 21week timeframe when species of concern
are not present in the study area is the optimum work window for construction in

the tidal waters. Additionally, technologies such as bubble curtains can be used
where bridge piers are constructed to reduce noise and vibration impacts, especially if construction would occur outside
the 21-week optimum work window.
The piers for Alternative N2/N8c, if
constructed using cofferdams, would take
approximately 32 to 42 weeks to construct, which would require that the work
be done during two 21-week work windows. If constructed using drilled shafts,
the piers for Alternative N2/N8c would
take 40 to 60 weeks to construct, requiring that the work be done during several
21-week work windows.
The piers for Alternatives N2/N2h/
N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, and N2/N2h, if
constructed using cofferdams, would be
constructed in one 21-week work window, with the contractor making adjustments to complete the piers in the allotted time. The piers for these alternatives,
if constructed using drilled shafts, would

Exhibit 4.34 – Estimated Bridge Pier Construction Times

Time Needed to Construct Cofferdam Pier

Alternative

Bridge Length
(ft.)

No. of Piers

Weeks

Number of
Piers at a
Time*

Estimated
Total Weeks

require at least two 21-week work windows.
The piers for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
using cofferdams would take approximately six weeks to construct. This work
would be done in one work window. Due
to cost, drilled shaft piers would not be
recommended for this alternative.
Surface Water
Potential impacts to surface water from
construction of a build alternative are
from the use of de-icing materials, discharge of petroleum-related wastes from
vehicles operations, and spills. Although
runoff from roadways to adjacent areas
would contain trace amounts of heavy
metals and petroleum by-products, they
are not expected to result in harmful impacts. Because of the small volume of material with these types of discharges, the
volatile nature of petroleum, and the spillresponse actions implemented by the
contractor, it is believed that accidental
releases would not impact surface water.
Time Needed to Construct Drilled Shaft
Weeks

Number of
Piers at a
Time*

Estimated
Total Weeks

No-build

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

N2/N8c

4,150

17

8

4-5

32 - 40

10

3-4

40 - 60

N2/N2h/N2f-1
and -2

1,600

12

6

3-4

18 - 24

10

3-4

30 - 40

N2/N2h

2,200

14

6

3-4

24 - 30

10

3-4

40 - 50

N2/N2a/N2h

700

3

6

3-4

6

				

Not
recommended

Not
recommended

Not
recommended
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Construction impacts to water resources would be minimized through use of the
MaineDOT BMPs. The MaineDOT has
standard procedures to ensure potable
water supplies are not impacted. If there
were an impact, the MaineDOT would
implement corrective actions.
The stormwater pollution prevention
plan required by the MDEP National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPDES permit would identify potential sources of pollution and describe the
measures that would be used for erosion
control, sedimentation control, temporary stormwater management, dust control, and winter stabilization.
Wildlife
Construction and construction noise
would temporarily displace wildlife
from the areas adjacent to construction.
Construction in forested areas would
result in the mortality of amphibians,
reptiles, and small mammals and the
loss of nesting birds in the work zone.
Construction near vernal pools may result
in the mortality of animals that use vernal
pools and disperse into upland habitats.
Traffic Congestion
The build alternatives would cross
under Old Bath Road, Bradford Road,
Willow Lane, and Gardiner Road, requiring reconstruction of the portions of those
roads adjacent to the crossing. Traffic delays and congestion would occur on those
roads during reconstruction. Depending

on the build alternative selected, traffic
congestion would occur on Englebrekt
Road, Boothbay Road, Cross Road, or
Atlantic Highway, which would need to
be reconstructed where the build alternative crosses them.
Air Quality
Construction would result in shortterm impacts on ambient air quality.
These potential impacts consist of emissions from construction equipment, fugitive dust, and increased emissions from
vehicles due to traffic disruption. These
impacts would be temporary and would
impact the immediate vicinity of the construction sites and their access routes.
Mitigating fugitive dust entails curbing
or eliminating its generation though wetting and stabilization and cleaning paved
roads.
Noise
Noise impacts from construction are
related to the phase of construction and
the type of equipment used (exhibit 4.35).
Construction would result in substantial
but temporary noise impacts to receptors
at locations adjacent to the work zone. In
general, construction noise would be limited to daylight hours.
Safety
Increased construction vehicle traffic and traffic delays at construction sites
would increase the possibility of lowspeed rear-end crashes.
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4.7 What is the relationship
between short-term uses of
the human environment and
enhancement of long-term
productivity?
The No-build Alternative would have
a short-term impact on the human environment during reconstruction of the intersection of Route 1 and Boothbay Road.
The No-build Alternative would have a
detrimental impact on long-term productivity because increasing traffic congestion would lead to decreased mobility for
travelers on Route 1 (see section 4.4.4).
The build alternatives would have a
short-term impact on the human environment but would enhance long-term
productivity. The build alternatives are
generally similar and would have similar impacts. Short-term uses of the human environment would occur during
construction. Construction of a build alternative would require a staging area,
stockpiling area, roadway construction,
and temporary traffic increase around the
construction areas. Additional short-term
impacts would be air-quality degradation
associated with increased emissions from
construction activities, noise impacts,
and socioeconomic and community impacts from construction effects (including roadway obstruction, traffic detours,
and construction debris).
Transportation projects consider state
and local comprehensive plans, which acknowledge the present and future traffic requirements based on current and

Exhibit 4.35 – Noise-Level Comparison for
Typical Construction Equipment
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future land-use development. The purpose of the build alternatives is to increase
long-term productivity. The projected reduction in traffic congestion on Route 1
and the resulting savings in VHT indicate that the local short-term impacts and
use of resources by the proposed action is
consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for
the study area.

4.8 What is the irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of
resources?
Implementation of the build alternatives involves a commitment of a range
of natural, physical, human, and fiscal
resources. The commitment of these resources would be generally similar for the
build alternatives. Land acquired in the
construction of a build alternative is considered an irreversible commitment during the period that the land is used for
a highway facility. However, if a greater
need arises for use of the land or if the
highway facility is no longer needed, the
land can be converted to another use. At
present, there is no reason to believe such
a conversion would ever be necessary or
desirable.
Considerable amounts of fossil fuels,
labor, and highway-construction materials such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous material would be expended during
construction. Additionally, labor and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and preparation of construction

materials. These materials are generally
not retrievable. However, they are not in
short supply and their use would not have
an adverse effect on continued availability of these resources. Construction would
require a substantial one-time expenditure ranging from $68.5 million to $79.1
million (in 2006 dollars) of both state and
federal funds, which are not retrievable.
The commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents
in the immediate area, state, and region
would benefit by the improved quality of
the transportation system. The benefits
would consist of improved accessibility
and safety, savings in time, and greater
availability of quality services that are anticipated to outweigh the commitment of
the resources.

4.9 What are the secondary and
cumulative effects?
4.9.1 Secondary Impacts
Secondary impacts (sometimes called
indirect effects) are defined as reasonably
foreseeable future consequences to the
environment that are caused by the proposed action, but that would occur either
in the future (later in time) or in the vicinity of but not at the exact same location as
direct impacts associated with implementation of a build alternative. Under the
CEQ regulations, secondary impacts are
defined as those that are “…caused by the
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably
foreseeable. Indirect effects would include

growth-inducing effects and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern
of land use, population density or growth
rate, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR 1508.8b).
Secondary impacts can be associated
with the consequences of land-use development that would be indirectly supported by changes in local access or mobility.
Secondary impacts differ from those directly associated with the construction
and operation of a facility itself and are often caused by what is commonly referred
to as “induced development.” Induced development would include a variety of alterations such as changes in land use, economic vitality, property value, population
density. The potential for secondary impacts to occur is determined in part by local land-use and development-planning
objectives and the physical location of a
proposed action. Secondary impacts to
specific resources (i.e., other than induced
development) are discussed with the direct impacts to each resource throughout
this chapter.
The build alternatives would have controlled access, without access to local
roads, except for a partial interchange
with Route 1 in Wiscasset, a partial interchange with Gardiner Road in Wiscasset,
an intersection with Route 1 on Davis
Island, and an interchange with Boothbay
Road. As a result of this action, opportunities for secondary impacts from induced development from one of the build

				

alternatives would be limited to potential
development surrounding the new connections to Route 1 and Gardiner Road.
Because the build alternatives are
meant to serve regional traffic, development induced by the build alternatives
would likely be traveler-oriented businesses (e.g., commercial uses such as gasoline
stations, hotels, restaurants, and convenience stores) within approximately 1,000
feet of the intersections or interchanges
with existing Route 1 and Gardiner Road.
Assuming that induced development
would occur within 1,000 feet of the build
alternatives, a worst-case analysis of land
use was performed for the areas surrounding the proposed intersection and partial
interchanges.
The uses provided by the existing zoning classifications in Wiscasset are:
•

•

The area adjacent to partial interchange with Route 1 and Old Bath
Road is zoned for commercial uses on
the west side of Route 1, rural uses on
the south side of Route 1, and residential uses where the build alternatives
would connect to Old Bath Road.
The area around the partial interchange with Gardiner Road is zoned
for rural uses.

The commercial, rural, and residential
zones require a minimum lot size of 1 acre
and minimum road frontage of 100 feet.
The areas where the build alternatives
would connect with Route 1 in Edgecomb

(including Davis Island) are zoned for residential uses, except for the properties
adjacent to Route 1, which are zoned for
commercial uses (see section 3.5.1.1).
A build-out analysis was performed using the following methodology:
1. The geographic boundary for the analysis is an area within 1,000 feet from
the new intersection or interchange.
2. Identify the lots that fall within that
area. If part of a lot extends farther
than 1,000 feet from the intersection
or interchange, the whole lot is included in the analysis.
3. Identify lots that would not be built
upon (e.g., because they are too small
to be subdivided, are situated on wetlands, are owned by the town, etc.),
and remove them from the analysis.
4. Identify the zoning for each lot.
5. Determine the total number of structures that are permitted by the zoning ordinance; subtract existing structures, and determine the number of
new structures.
6. For large parcels, only the area with
road frontage is projected to be subdivided and built out.
7. Assume that a lot is built out in accordance with the above process, and determine the impacts to land use from
the projected new development.
The result is a projected 15 to 35 new
residences and 10 to 22 new businesses
within 1,000 feet of the new interchang-
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es or intersection with Route 1, depending on the build alternative. The built-out
parcels would primarily impact forested
land, with some grassland (or lawn) being
impacted (exhibit 4.36). Because only the
areas with road frontages are projected
to be developed, the potential new development would not impact unfragmented
habitat.
If induced development in the areas
with the new intersection and interchanges is primarily commercial, traveler-oriented businesses, they would be generally
consistent with the existing land uses and
zoning—especially where the build alternatives would connect with Route 1 on
either Davis Island or in Edgecomb. The
impacts to existing residential uses from
induced development (if the existing uses
are not converted to commercial or other
use) would consist of an increase in the
suburban character of the area from increased development with the associated aesthetic effects on neighboring residents.
Commercial and residential development would occur with the No-build
Alternative; however, it would occur more
quickly with implementation of a build alternative. Because commercial and residential development would occur and succeed without implementation of a build
alternative, it would not be considered a
secondary impact solely connected to the
build alternatives. Other dynamic regional
economic and development trends would
have a more important influence on the

establishment of those uses than the construction of the build alternatives. The
towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb would
control new development in those areas
through their planning and approval processes. Development would be guided by
the towns’ comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances.

Exhibit 4.36 – Potential Induced Development by Alternative within 1,000 Feet of Interchange or Intersection Areas
Projected Results by Interchange or Intersection Area – New Structures (Area)

Alternative

Route 1 & Old Bath
Road

Gardiner Road

Route 1 at Davis
Island

Routes 1 & 27 in
Edgecomb

Route 1 & Atlantic
Highway

No Build1

—

—

—

—

—

8 residences
(8 acres forested
land)
N2/N8c
3 businesses
(3 acres forested land
and grassland)

4.9.2 Cumulative Impacts
The consideration of cumulative effects
consists of an assessment of the total effect on a resource, ecosystem, or community from past, present, and future actions
that have altered the quantity, quality, or
context of those resources within a broad
geographic scope. Under the CEQ regulations, cumulative effects are defined as “…
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result
from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).
Cumulative effects are the total impacts
to a particular resource from past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
The cumulative effects analysis considers
the aggregate effects of direct and indirect
impacts—from federal, non-federal, public, or private actions—on the quality or
quantity of a resource.
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8 residences
(8 acres forested
land)
N2/N2h/N2f-1
3 businesses
(3 acres forested land
and grassland)

8 residences
(8 acres forested
land)
N2/N2h/N2f-2
3 businesses
(3 acres forested land
and grassland)

8 residences
(8 acres forested
land)
N2/N2h
3 businesses
(3 acres forested land
and grassland)

8 residences
(8 acres forested
land)
N2/N2a/N2h
3 businesses
(3 acres forested land
and grassland)

7 residences
(7 acres forested land
and grassland)

7 residences
(7 acres forested land
and grassland)

7 residences
(7 acres forested land
and grassland)

7 residences
(7 acres forested land
and grassland)

7 residences
(7 acres forested land
and grassland)

16 businesses
(16 acres forested
land and grassland)

—

—

Total
—
15 residences
(15 acres: 8 forested
land, 7 forested land
and grassland)
19 businesses
(19 acres forested
land and grassland)
35 residences
(35 acres: 28 forested
land, 7 forested land
and grassland)

20 residences
(20 acres forested
land)
—

—

10 businesses
(10 acres: 7 forested
land, 3 forested land
and grassland)

7 businesses
(7 acres forested
land)

20 residences
(20 acres forested
land)
—
7 businesses
(7 acres forested
land)

20 residences
(20 acres forested
land)
—
7 businesses
(7 acres forested
land)

20 residences
(20 acres forested
land)
—
7 businesses
(7 acres forested
land)

12 businesses
(12 acres forested
land)

12 businesses
(12 acres forested
land)

12 businesses
(12 acres forested
land)

35 residences
(35 acres: 28 forested
land, 7 forested land
and grassland)
22 businesses
(22 acres: 19 forested
land, 3 forested land
and grassland)
35 residences
(35 acres: 28 forested
land, 7 forested land
and grassland)
22 businesses
(22 acres: 19 forested
land, 3 forested land
and grassland)
35 residences
(35 acres: 28 forested
land, 7 forested land
and grassland)
22 businesses
(22 acres: 19 forested
land, 3 forested land
and grassland)

Note: 1 Although commercial and residential development would occur with the No-build Alternative, the No-build Alternative would not induce additional new development.
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The intent of the cumulative-effects
analysis is to determine the magnitude and
significance of cumulative effects, both
beneficial and adverse, and to determine
the contribution of the proposed action
to those aggregate effects. Contributions
to cumulative effects associated with the
build alternatives on the resources analyzed would be limited to those derived
from the direct and secondary impacts
of the action. Therefore, cumulative effects on the following resources were analyzed:
•
•
•

surface water and floodplains
wetlands and aquatic habitat
vegetation and wildlife habitat

The year 1972 was used as the limit for
the time frame of past actions considered.
This year was chosen because it correlates
with the opening of the Maine Yankee
power plant and the MaineDOT’s preliminary engineering and environmental
study of bypass options both north and
south of Wiscasset Village. The construction and opening of the Maine Yankee
power plant influenced the study area by
introducing jobs and additional traffic to
Route 1. The 2030 design year of the build
alternatives was used as the future limit
for the discussion of cumulative effects.
The geographic area used to discuss
cumulative effects was defined as the areas where past, present, or future actions would have an effect on surface
water. Dyer River, Meadow Brook, and

Montsweag Brook, with their associated sub watersheds, are tributaries of
the Sheepscot River, which empties into
Sheepscot Bay. The area for the cumulative-effects analysis includes portions of
the sub watersheds associated with those
water bodies (exhibit 4.37). This area is 17
times larger than the study area (i.e., approximately 60,000 acres).
Major past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions were identified,
and the environmental consequences of
these actions on the resources were analyzed (exhibit 4.38). Reasonably foreseeable future actions were limited to those
for which a plan or study has been completed or funding has been committed
and anticipated environmental impacts
can be at least qualitatively characterized.
Many of the future cumulative impacts on
resources are projected to be generated by
future residential and commercial development that cannot be adequately characterized for inclusion in this analysis.
Potential cumulative impacts to those
resources analyzed, with and without one
of the build alternatives, would generally
follow existing patterns and trends.
The source of impacts to the resources analyzed is the impact from residential
and commercial development. Residential
and commercial development would likely continue to occur within the region at
the same rate, and with the same characteristics, with implementation of either
the No-build Alternative or one of the
build alternatives, and would serve as the

major source of land-use conversion and
contribution to cumulative resource effects. Few other reasonably foreseeable
future actions have been identified that
would contribute to the cumulative impact of the resources analyzed.
Surface Water and Floodplains —
Surface water has been and would continue to be influenced by land use and development. The cumulative effect of the major
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future impacts consist of an increase in
impervious surfaces. Cumulative physical
impacts on surface water could be largely influenced during the next 25 years by
additional roadway and bridge construction. With the exception of construction
of one of the build alternatives, no new
future roadways are projected to be built,
and future local roadway and street water
crossings are not expected to have a substantial effect on surface water. The build
alternatives would add between 22 and 35
acres of impervious surface to the study
area. Residential and commercial development would have a continued, aggregate effect on surface water by increasing
stormwater runoff as more impervious
surfaces are created. Increased stormwater runoff would cause the water level of
nearby streams to rise more quickly during storms.
The increase in surface-water quantity would be accompanied by a decrease
in surface-water quality from non-point
source pollutants (e.g., oil from cars)
that is carried by stormwater runoff into

				

streams and the river. The cumulative effect of major past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future impacts would be unknown impacts to stormwater runoff and
floodplains from an estimated 581 acres
of impervious surface.
Wetlands and aquatic habitat —
Cumulative adverse effects on wetlands
and aquatic habitat are likely to continue as development occurs, but substantial cumulative effects are not expected.
The cumulative effect of major past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future impacts would be up to 8.9 acres of impact
from the build alternative and unknown
impacts from future development that
are currently undetermined. Important
aquatic habitat is projected to remain protected through conservation laws; however, changes in the upstream watershed
from increased suburban development
would continue to impact water quality
and habitat in study-area water environments.
Vegetation and wildlife habitat—
Vegetation and wildlife habitat would
continue to decrease and habitat would
become more fragmented as more lands
are converted from forest and grasslands
to residential and commercial uses. The
cumulative effect of the identified major
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future impacts consists of an estimated
547 acres of forest or other habitat conversion to more intensive development or
transportation use.

The major future actions that would
contribute to ongoing cumulative effects
to the resources analyzed are one of the
build alternatives and future residential
and commercial development unrelated
to the construction of one of the build alternatives. The decision to pursue residential and commercial development is
most highly influenced by local and regional development trends and prevailing economic conditions. Therefore, the
difference in the cumulative-effects contribution of the No-build Alternative and
one of the build alternatives is limited to
the difference in direct impacts associated
with each build alternative.

4.10 Summary of Commitments
and Mitigation Measures
The following is a summary of the commitments in support of the development
of the preferred alternative:
• If a build alternative is identified as
the preferred alternative, it would be
a controled-access facility. Motorists
would be permitted to enter and exit
from Route 1 and Gardiner Road in
Wiscasset and Route 1 in Edgecomb.
• The intersection of Route 1 and
Boothbay Road would be improved.
• The FHWA, the SHPO, and the
MaineDOT have executed an MOA,
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b)
(2) to allow for phased identification
and evaluation of archeological sites.
Eligibility and effect determinations
would be determined for the sites and
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Exhibit 4.37 – Watersheds
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Exhibit 4.38 – Cumulative Effects
Resource
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1

Past, Present, or Future Action

Effects

1972 — Opening of Maine Yankee power plant; development 100-acre increase in impervious surfacSurface Water and of an 800-acre site, much of it retained as forest or open field; es affecting stormwater runoff.
Floodplains Approximately 100 acres used for the power plant. Increase in impervious surfaces affecting storm water runoff
1972 to present — Housing near Route 218, elderly housing on Increase in impervious surfaces affectDeer Ridge Road, Bay view Heights subdivision, and other residen- ing stormwater runoff. Extent of imtial developments
pacts unknown.
2005/future — Possible expansion, including adjacent train station
and rerouting of Route 144, planned for Wiscasset airport

Exhibit 4.38 – Cumulative Effects (continued)
Resource

Past, Present, or Future Action

Future — Construction of a Route 1 bypass north of Wiscasset

Effects
Conversion of up to 101 acres of land
to transportation use; up to 2.1 acres of
floodplains impacted

Future — Route 1 development and road extension; south of exist- Increase in impervious surfaces affecting NAPA building on southbound side, gas station, convenience ing stormwater runoff. Extent of imstore and fast food; 5,000-sq.-ft. landscape business
pacts unknown.
Future — Route1/Old Bath Road southbound side, close to the existing Irving gas station. 80,000-sq.-ft.-multi business mall
Future — Old Bath Road subdivision, north of Route 1 by Irving gas
station, 18-lot subdivision

2005/future — Shaw’s supermarket constructed, adjacent $5 million shopping center planned

Future — West Alna Road subdivision

2005/future — 40,000-sq.-ft.-building planned for Ames Supply
south of current location

Total Cumulative Impact to Surface Water and Floodplains

2006 — Comprehensive plan update and waterfront master plan
complete, possible rezoning of waterfront planned

Unknown impacts to stormwater
runoff and floodplains from an estimated 581-acre increase in impervious surfaces.

1972 — opening of Maine Yankee power plant; development Unknown impacts.
Wetlands and
of an 800-acre site, much of it retained as forest or open field.
aquatic habitat
Approximately 100 acres used for the power plant

2005/future — 75 elderly housing units planned along Route 1
across from Birch Point Road
2005/future — Plan to extend water and sewer lines from Davis
Island in Edgecomb to Wiscasset

1972 to present — Housing near Route 218, elderly housing on
Deer Ridge Road, Bayview Heights subdivision, and various other
residential developments built throughout the study area

2005/future — Boothbay Water District to extend water/sewer service for 2 mi. along Route. 27 plan to join Wiscasset Water District

2005/future — Possible expansion, including adjacent train station Extent of impacts unknown.
and rerouting of Route 144, planned for Wiscasset airport

2005/future — Plan to extend Wiscasset sewer line to Woolwich
2005/future — Sheepscot River Inn and Restaurant converted to
condominiums

2005/future — Shaw’s supermarket constructed, adjacent $5 million shopping center planned

2005/future — Residential construction, including 20 houses along
Gibbs and Brown Roads, 10 houses in Sunset Ridge, 10-lot subdivision on West Alna Road, 6-lot subdivision on Young’s Point Road,
and 20 units on Paige Avenue

2005/future — 40,000-sq.-ft.-building planned for Ames Supply
south of current location
2006 — Comprehensive plan update and waterfront master plan
complete, possible rezoning of waterfront planned

2006/future — Residential development on Davis Island with 23
new single-family homes and 16 condominiums
2006/future — Maritime village planned for Birch Point peninsula 33-acre increase in impervious surfacand Mason Station land, including 80 single-family cottages, 160 es affecting stormwater runoff.
condominiums in five buildings, commercial businesses, hotel/
convention center and marina; 33 acres of waterfront land (brownfields site)
Increase in impervious surfaces affect2006/future — Clark’s Point subdivision plan for the construction
ing stormwater runoff. Extent of imof 34 condominiums and 5 homes on Clark Point
pacts unknown.
2006/future — Technology park planned at Bailey Point, former 350-acre increase in impervious surfacMaine Yankee Power Plant site; 350 acres of brownfield, open field, es affecting stormwater runoff.
and forested land to be developed
Increase in impervious surfaces affect2006/future — 12,000-sq.-ft.-welcome center on Birch Point Road
ing stormwater runoff. Extent of imat Route 1
pacts unknown.

2005/future — 75 elderly housing units planned along Route 1
across from Birch Point Road
2005/future — Plan to extend water and sewer lines from Davis Possible impacts to wetlands from
Island in Edgecomb to Wiscasset
development. Extent of impacts un2005/future — Boothbay Water District to extend water/sewer known.
service for 2 miles along Route. 27 plan to join Wiscasset Water
District
2005/future — plan to extend Wiscasset sewer line to Woolwich
2005/future — Sheepscot River Inn and Restaurant converted to Extent of impacts unknown.
condominiums
2005/future — Residential construction planned, including 20
houses along Gibbs and Brown Roads, 10 houses in Sunset Ridge,
10-lot subdivision on West Alna Road, 6-lot subdivision on Young’s
Point Road, and 20 units on Paige Avenue
2006/future — Residential development on Davis Island with 23
new single-family homes and 16 condominiums

Note: 1 Projects are repeated under each resource.
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Exhibit 4.38 – Cumulative Effects (continued)
Resource

Past, Present, or Future Action

Effects

2006/future — Maritime village planned for Birch Point peninsula
and Mason Station land, including 80 single-family cottages, 160
condominiums in five buildings, commercial businesses, hotel/
convention center and marina; 33 acres of waterfront land (brownfields site)

Resource

Past, Present, or Future Action

2005/future — Residential construction planned, including 20
houses along Gibbs and Brown Roads, 10 houses in Sunset Ridge,
10-lot subdivision on West Alna Road, 6-lot subdivision on Young’s
Point Road, and 20 units on Paige Avenue
2006/future — Residential development on Davis Island with 23
new single-family homes and 16 condominiums

2006/future — technology park planned at Bailey Point, former
Maine Yankee power plant site; 350 acres of brownfield, open field,
and forested land to be developed
2006/future — 12,000-sq.-ft.-welcome center on Birch Point Road
at Route 1
Conversion of up to 101 acres of land
to transportation use; up to 8.9 acres
of freshwater wetlands/aquatic habitat
impacted

Future — Route 1 development and road extension; south of exist- Extent of impacts unknown.
ing NAPA building on southbound side, gas station, convenience
store and fast food; 5,00o-sq.-ft.-landscape business
Future — Route1/ Old Bath Road southbound side, close to the existing Irving gas station. 80,000-sq.-ft.-multi-business mall
Future — Old Bath Road subdivision, north of Route 1 by Irving gas
station, 18 lot subdivision

2006/future — Maritime village planned for Birch Point peninsula 33 acres
and Mason Station land, including 80 single-family cottages, 160
condominiums in five buildings, commercial businesses, hotel/
convention center and marina; 33 acres of waterfront land (brownfields site)
2006/future — Clarks Point subdivision plan for the construction Extent of impacts unknown.
of 34 condominiums and 5 homes on Clark Point
2006/future — Technology park planned at Bailey Point, former 350 acres
Maine Yankee power plant site; 350 acres of brownfield, open field,
and forested land to be developed
2006/future — 12,000-sq.-ft.-welcome center on Birch Point Road/ Extent of impacts unknown.
Route 1
Future — Construction of a Route 1 bypass north of Wiscasset

Future — West Alna Road subdivision
Total Cumulative Impact to Wetlands and Aquatic Habitat

Effects

2005/future — Sheepscot River Inn and Restaurant converted to
condominiums

2006/future — Clarks Point subdivision plan for the construction
of 34 condominiums and 5 homes on Clark Point

Future — Construction of a Route 1 bypass north of Wiscasset

Exhibit 4.38 – Cumulative Effects (continued)

Impact to wetlands aquatic habitat
unknown

1972 — Opening of Maine Yankee power plant; development Development of approximately 100
Vegetation and
of an 800-acre site, much of it retained as forest or open field. acres of waterfront and other land.
Wildlife Habitat
Approximately 100 acres used for the power plant
1972 to present — Housing near Route 218, elderly housing on Unknown impacts to vegetation and
Deer Ridge Road, Bay view Heights subdivision, and various other wildlife habitat.
residential developments built throughout the study area
2005/future — Possible expansion, including adjacent train station Extent of impacts unknown.
and rerouting of Route 144, planned for Wiscasset airport
2005/future — Shaw’s supermarket constructed, adjacent $5 million shopping center planned
2005/future — New 40,000-sq.-ft.-building planned for Ames
Supply south of current location
2005/future — 75 elderly housing units planned along Route 1
across from Birch Point Road
2005/future — Plan to extend water and sewer lines from Davis
Island in Edgecomb to Wiscasset
2005/future — Boothbay Water District to extend water/sewer service for 2 mi. along Route 27, plan to join Wiscasset Water District
2005/future — Plan to extend Wiscasset sewer line to Woolwich
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Conversion of up to 101 acres of land
to transportation use; up to 64 acres of
vegetation/wildlife habitat directly impacted

Future — Route 1 development and road extension; south of exist- Extent of impacts unknown.
ing NAPA building on southbound side, gas station, convenience
store and fast food; 5,000-sq.-ft.-landscape business
Future — Route1/Old Bath Road southbound side, close to the existing Irving gas station. 80,000-sq.-ft.-multi-business mall
Future — Old Bath Road subdivision, north of Route 1 by Irving gas
station, 18-lot subdivision
Future — West Alna Road subdivision
Estimated
547
acres
of
Total Cumulative Impact to Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat vegetation/wildlife habitat directly
impacted

4 · Environmental Consequences
the results would be included in the
FEIS.
The following is a summary of the mitigation measures to be developed in support of the preferred alternative during preparation of the FEIS/Section 4(f )
Evaluation or final design:
Wetlands
Prospective compensatory mitigation
opportunities for the estimated unavoidable wetland impacts from the build alternatives were identified within the
Sheepscot River and neighboring watersheds. Opportunities were identified primarily through the use of existing reports,
GIS information, and field data. Initial
contacts were made with representatives from MDIFW, DOC, MDEP, Maine
State Planning Office, NRCS, The Nature
Conservancy, and the SVCA to learn
about local conservation initiatives that
could provide suitable mitigation. These
opportunities were specific restoration
sites and broader areas identified as local
or regional conservation priorities. The
options below are conceptual and additional information would be prepared.
On-site – The build alternatives are
largely on new alignments and no on-site
opportunities exist to restore wetlands
previously filled by highway construction.
No other potential on-site compensation
areas were identified in the preliminary
screening process.

USACOE Coastal America Tidal
Restriction Study – In 2002, the
MaineDOT entered into a cost sharing
agreement with the USACOE to perform
a tidal restriction study from the northern boundary of the Scarborough Marsh
to the Sheepscot River. In this study area,
there were 272 sites identified as crossings,
of which 58 sites were selected for preliminary review. These sites were reviewed
and the top 13 options were chosen for
more detailed study and tidal monitoring.
Five of these sites were on state roads; the
remaining 8 sites were town-owned. The
study found that the southern mid-coast
area has numerous tidal marshes that have
severe tidal restrictions. The sites with
the greatest potential for tidal restoration
were on town road crossings in the towns
of Bath, Woolwich, Westport, Harpswell,
and Phippsburg. The marsh area that
could potentially be restored by removal of the tidal restriction ranges in size
from 1 acre to 30 acres. Mitigation for the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS /
Section 4(f ) Evaluation could be provided
by removing the tidal restriction at one or
more of these sites. Project selection and
implementation would require additional
hydraulic and biologic studies and coordination with land owner.
Land Preservation – Mitigation for the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS
/ Section 4(f ) Evaluation could be provided through preservation of significant wetland and upland habitats within
the Sheepscot River watershed in prox-

imity to existing preserves or other conserved lands. Under this approach, the
MaineDOT would seek to coordinate
land preservation for mitigation purposes
with existing regional planning initiatives
such as the Gateway 1 project or with the
land protection efforts of local conservation organizations such as the SVCA and
others.
Wildlife
Impacts to the undeveloped habitat
blocks could be mitigated by maintaining
connectivity and providing animal-passage to mammals or herptiles that move
between habitat blocks. The MaineDOT
would maintain passage in accordance
with the Draft Waterway, Wetland and
Wildlife Crossing Policy and Design
Guide and USACE Programmatic General
Permit provisions and use of erosion/sedimentation BMPs.
Architectural Resources
The FHWA and the MaineDOT have
identified mitigation measures in consultation with the Maine SHPO and the
Lincoln County Historical Association
(exhibit 4.39). Mitigation measures for
adverse effects to architectural and archeological resources would culminate with
a separate MOA prior to approval of the
FEIS.
• The adverse effect on the Wiscasset
Historic District and the property
at 16 Bradford Road would be addressed in consultation with the

				

•

SHPO and the Lincoln County
Historical Association and would
consist of the development of
a booklet describing the various architectural resources in the
Wiscasset Historic District.
Mitigation for the adverse effect on
the Sortwell Farm would consist of
the preparation of a detailed Maine
Historic Building Recordation of
the Sortwell Farm property and its
associated cultural landscape. This
would be a well-researched and
documented history of the farm,
its associated buildings, and landscape. In addition to filing the original copy of the documentation with
the MHPC, copies would be submitted to the Wiscasset Public Library
and the Lincoln County Historical
Association.

•

•

The conditional adverse effect on
the Wiscasset Jail and Museum
from Alternative N2/N8c would be
mitigated by planting trees on the
embankment of the western approach to the new bridge. The newly planted trees would minimize
the visibility of the roadway from
the Wiscasset Jail and Museum on
Federal Street and reestablish the
vegetation in that area.
Mitigation for the adverse effects
on the Sheepscot River Bridge from
Alternative N2/N2h would consist of recordation of the railroad
bridge according to Maine Historic
Engineering Recordation standards
prior to construction.

Exhibit 4.39 – Proposed Mitigation for Impacts to
Architectural Resources by Alternative
Alternative

Architectural

Detailed Maine Historic Building recordation of Sortwell Farm and landscape;
N2/N8c Recordation of 16 Bradford Road; booklet on Wiscasset Historic District; planting
of trees along embankment to protect view from Wiscasset Jail and Museum
N2/N2h/N2f-1

Detailed Maine Historic Building recordation of Sortwell Farm and landscape;
Recordation of 16 Bradford Road; booklet on Wiscasset Historic District

N2/N2h/N2f-2

Detailed Maine Historic Building recordation of Sortwell Farm and landscape;
Recordation of 16 Bradford Road; booklet on Wiscasset Historic District

Detailed Maine Historic Building recordation of Sortwell Farm and landscape;
N2/N2h Recordation of 16 Bradford Road; booklet on Wiscasset Historic District; Maine
Historic Engineering Recordation of Sheepscot River Bridge
N2/N2a/N2h

Detailed Maine Historic Building recordation of Sortwell Farm and landscape;
Recordation of 16 Bradford Road; booklet on Wiscasset Historic District
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5

Coordination and
Consultation

Throughout the study, the
MaineDOT and the FHWA coordinated
with federal and state regulatory and resource agencies, regional and local agencies, the towns in the study area, and the
public.

5.1 Scoping
In February and March 2000, During
scoping for the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study EA, letters were sent to federal, state,
regional, and local agencies and interest
groups in accordance with the procedural
provisions of the NEPA and the FHWA’s
and the MaineDOT’s requirements and
policies for scoping and early coordination and involvement. Accompanied by
a map of the study area, a description of
the purpose and need for the proposed
action, and an outline of the study to be
performed, letters were mailed to notify
them of the study to be performed, request participation in the study, and request specific information for use in the
study. Two responses were received; copies of the responses received are included
at the end of this section. No key resources or issues of concern were identified as
part of this effort (exhibit 5.1).
Two public scoping meetings were held
early in the EA phase to obtain public input on the scope of the study to be performed.

The first public scoping meeting was completed during the EA phase of the
held on May 24, 2000. The meeting introWiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study have
duced the study team and presented an served as the scoping foundation for the
overview of the study and the process for EIS.
the development and evaluation of the EA
5.2 Agency Coordination
in accordance with the procedural proviThis study was presented to the federal
sions of the NEPA. The statement of purand state regulatory and resource agenpose and need, as defined through discussions with the PAC, was presented for cies whose representatives attended the
MaineDOT’s monthly interagency coorpublic comment.
dination meetings on 12 occasions and
The second public scoping meeting was
was discussed at a
held on November
special federal agen1, 2000. The meetScoping. There shall be an
cy
coordination
ing reviewed the
early and open process for
meeting hosted by
factors to be evaludetermining the scope of issues to
the FHWA (exhibated in accordance
be addressed and for identifying
it 5.2). The federal
with the NEPA,
the significant issues related to
and state regulatory
including
trafa proposed action. This process
and resource agenfic demand, safety,
shall be termed “scoping.”
cies that regularly
mobility, and the
40 CFR 1501.7
attend these meetenvironment. The
ings are the USACE,
revised statement
the USFWS, the USEPA, the MDIFW,
of purpose and need for the proposed action was presented for public comment. the MDEP, the MHPC, the MDMR, the
MASC, and the MDOC. Other agencies
Input on the range of alternatives to be
considered for satisfying the purpose and are invited when projects of interest to
their particular agency mission are preneed of the study was requested.
sented.
Federal and state regulatory and reIn addition to the interagency meetsource agencies with jurisdiction or an
interest in the project participated in ings, an interagency field review of the
study area was conducted on August 13,
scoping via the MaineDOT’s monthly in2002, to allow representatives of the agenteragency coordination meetings (see seccies to see first-hand and discuss potention 5.2).
tial environmental issues and areas poIn July 2002, the FHWA issued NOI
tentially affected by the alternatives under
to prepare an EIS. The scoping efforts

				

consideration. Feedback from the agency
representatives provided useful insights
that helped in the evaluation of environmental impacts. After the field review,
the interagency meetings in 2002 focused
on the comparison and narrowing of the
alternatives to be considered further.
In May 2005, the USACE approved the
Phase I alternatives screening and the
range of reasonable alternatives retained
for further consideration. This range of
reasonable alternatives included the Nobuild Alternative, Alternative N8c (now
designated as Alternative N2/N8c), and
variations of Alternative N2 (now designated as Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/
N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h, and N2/N2a/N2h).

Chapter 5 summarizes the coordination and consultation activities performed for this project among the federal, state, and local agencies and the
public.

Contents:
5.1 Scoping
5.2 Agency Coordination
5.3 Public Involvement

5.3 Public Involvement
Public involvement was initiated at the
beginning of the EA preparation and continued throughout preparation of the EIS.
The purpose of involving the public in the
study was to incorporate public concerns,
comments, and ideas into the development and analysis of the study purpose
and need; range of alternatives; potential
transportation, environmental, economic, and social impacts from the alternatives being considered; and development
of conceptual mitigation measures. The
comprehensive public involvement process incorporated input from the affected
communities, neighborhoods, and public. The primary methods used for public
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Exhibit 5.1 – Federal and State Agencies and Other Organizations Contacted, March 2000
Agency or Organization

Response Received

Agency or Organization

Response Received
No written comment received.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

No written comment received.

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

No written comment received.

Department of Conservation,
Natural Resources Mapping
and Information Center

No written comment received.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

No written comment received.

Department of Conservation,
Maine Natural Areas Program

National Marine Fisheries
Service

No written comment received.

Sheepscot River Watershed
Council

No written comment received.

Federal Emergency
Management Agency

No written comment received.

U.S. Coast Guard

Federal Agencies

Municipalities
Town of Woolwich

No written comment received.

No written comment received.

Town of Wiscasset

No written comment received.

No written comment received.

Town of Westport

No written comment received.

Natural Resource
Conservation Service

No written comment received.

Town of Edgecomb

Maps of resources and parcels of special interest, future plans, and
goals and objectives in the town’s comprehensive plan and a description of the town’s work to implement the comprehensive plan.

U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service

No written comment received.

Town of Newcastle

No written comment received.

Federal Aviation
Administration

Other

Maine State Agencies
Atlantic Salmon Commission

No written comment received.

Department of Marine
Resources

No written comment received.

Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife

No written comment received.

Department of Environmental
Protection

No written comment received.

Department of Human
Services, Bureau of Health
Engineering

No written comment received.

Maine Forest Service

No written comment received.

Maine Land Use Regulation
Commission

No written comment received.

Maine Historic Preservation
Commission

No written comment received.

Maine State Planning Office

No written comment received.

Department of Economic and
Community Development

No written comment received.

Maine Emergency
Management Agency

No written comment received.

Department of Health and
Human Services

No written comment received.

Department of Labor

No written comment received.

Department of Conservation,
Bureau of Parks and Lands

Maine Land Use Regulation Commissions, Land Use Districts and
Standards, and enabling statutes.

Department of Conservation,
Maine Geological Survey

No written comment received.
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Wiscasset Regional Business
Association

No written comment received.

Mid-Coast Council for Business No written comment received.
Development

involvement to solicit input were a PAC,
public information and scoping meetings,
town meetings, and a study web site.
A PAC, composed of representatives from each of the potentially affected towns and the region, was formed at
the inception of the study to provide a
means for continued community input
throughout the study process. This committee consisted of representatives from
Wiscasset, Edgecomb, Westport Island,
Woolwich, and the MaineDOT Regional
Transportation Advisory Committee and
was expanded to include Alna, Newcastle,
and the Sheepscot Valley Conservation
Association.
The PAC participated in the study by
meeting periodically with the MaineDOT

and the FHWA to provide guidance about
local issues and concerns. The PAC meetings were working sessions open to the
public and included time for questions
and answers.
Sixteen PAC meetings were held during
the EA phase of the study (exhibit 5.3).
After the 16th PAC meeting, the
MaineDOT decided that the Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study would continue
with further refinement of the alternatives
retained for further consideration using
workshops with local-interest groups and
town meetings and that no further PAC
meetings would be held because their
charge had been fulfilled.
In addition to the PAC meetings, a series of four public-information meetings

requested by local stakeholders were held
to update the public on the analysis of alternatives and to solicit public input on
the alternatives and the study (exhibit
5.3).
Meetings with officials from the towns
potentially affected were held throughout the course of the study. In 2000 and
much of 2001, those meetings focused
on the use of TSM strategies to improve
safety and traffic flow on Main Street in
Wiscasset Village. Other meetings from
the fall of 2001 to the present focused on
build alternatives and provided an opportunity for input to the process of identifying and developing the alternatives; avoiding and minimizing potential impacts to
the natural, social, and cultural resources
of the area; and helping to screen alternatives for further analysis.
A study-specific web site was established in 2000 and updated frequently. The web site included a home page,
a news page, an overview of the study, a
public-involvement page, and a links page.
Minutes of the PAC and public meetings
were posted on the web site shortly after
each meeting.
With the preparation of the DEIS, a new
web site, www.wiscassetroute1corridor.
com, was established in 2006 to replace
the earlier web site. The new web site included a home page and pages for information on alternatives and the DEIS, frequently asked questions, public feedback,
and news of meetings and other study-related developments.

5 · Coordination and Consultation
The MaineDOT established a Midcoast
Bypass Task Force (Task Force) to coordinate local input from the town of
Wiscasset, the town of Edgecomb, other
local municipalities, Lincoln County, and
local environmental stakeholder organizations. The objective of the Task Force
is to review and discuss the DEIS/Section

4(f ) Evaluation and develop a local consensus of support around a single permitable alternative. The first meeting of
the Task Force was held on March 22,
2006. This meeting and three subsequent
meetings have helped prepare the Task
Force for the release of the DEIS/Section
4(f ) Evaluation (exhibit 5.3). After the

Exhibit 5.2 – Interagency Coordination Meetings
Date

publication and distribution of the DEIS,
the Task Force will engage in review of
the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation and the
consensus-building process.
A series of public informational meetings has been planned to supplement the
public hearing schedule during the comment period for the DEIS.

Discussion

Date

April 10, The purpose and need for the study were presented to the agencies, the environmental resources in the study
2000 area were reviewed, and the preliminary range of reasonable alternatives under consideration was discussed.
The agencies concurred with the purpose of and need for the study.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, MDIFW
June 12, The agencies were updated on the progress of the study, now named the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study. They
2000 were informed that the MaineDOT would be testing the effectiveness of low-cost modifications to traffic operations on Main Street in Wiscasset.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, MDIFW, MDEP, USEPA, NMFS, MHPC
July 10, The alternatives identified in the Stage I alternatives-screening report were presented and reviewed. The agen2001 cies concurred with the alternatives screening presented in this report, which proposed to dismiss the tunnel
alternatives, the outermost northern alternatives, and the S1 alternative from further consideration.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, NMFS, USEPA, MDIFW, MDEP, MASC
April 9, The alternatives evaluated in the Stage II screening report were presented. The additional alternatives presented
2002 were northern alternatives closer to Wiscasset Village that extended to the east across the Sheepscot River. The
rationale for dismissing the central alternatives and the longer northern routes from further consideration was
presented. The agencies concurred with dismissing the central alternatives and the longer northern routes from
further consideration.
Attended by: MDIFW, MDEP, USEPA, USACE, MASC, MHPC
May 14, The alternatives recommended in the Stage II screening report and their potential impacts were reviewed.
2002 Agency input was sought to further modify and screen the northern alternatives under consideration to avoid
impacts to the Wiscasset Historic District and intertidal wetlands.
Attended by: USACE, NMFS, MDIFW, MDEP, MHPC
July 9, The refinements to Alternatives N2, N6, N8c, and N8d were presented. It was agreed that Alternative N6 should
2002 be dismissed from further consideration because of its impacts on the Wiscasset Historic District. As for the Nobuild Alternative, the MaineDOT indicated that the future no-build scenario would anticipate variable message
signing to warn through-traffic of traffic congestion, more use of access management, and greater use of rail
transportation for the movement of freight and passengers. It was also decided to schedule a site visit in the
Wiscasset–Edgecomb area to view firsthand potentially affected areas.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, USEPA, MDIFW, MDEP, MHPC, MDMR
August 13, A field view was held to review the locations and features along and in the vicinity of Alternatives N2, N8c, and
2002 N8d. The potential locations where bridges would span the Sheepscot River were viewed. The potential impacts
of these alternatives on forested areas, deer-wintering areas, and the Wiscasset Historic District were discussed.
This was the first interagency meeting after the FHWA NOI to prepare an EIS.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, MHPC

			

Discussion

September The range of alternatives to be considered in the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation was discussed. The N2 alternatives
3, 2002 retained for further consideration were N2/N2f, N2/N2h, and N2a/N2h. It was agreed that a modified version of
N8c that passed to the north of Langdon Hill also be retained for further consideration. It was also agreed that
Alternative N8d would not be retained because of its adverse impacts to the Wiscasset Historic District.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, USEPA, MDEP, MHPC, MASC
November 12, The differences between Alternatives N2/N2h and N2a/N2h were discussed. The former would have more visual
2002 impact, as seen from Wiscasset Village, but the latter would bisect a deer-wintering area and forest. The MDIFW
favored Alternative N2/N2h over Alternatives N2/N2a/N2h and N2/N2f because it avoided impacts on the deerwintering area and to the waterfowl area in Polly Clark Cove affected by Alternative N2/N2f. The MDEP and other
agencies requested more information from the MDIFW regarding the importance of the Polly Clark Cove area.
The MDEP would gather this information from the MDIFW. It was agreed that alternatives that include N2a would
not be retained for further consideration because of their adverse impact on the forest and wildlife habitat. It
was also recognized that more information was needed from the MHPC about the visual effects of alternatives
on the MaineDOT railroad bridge that is eligible for the National Historic Register.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, NMFS, MDIFW, MDEP, MASC
January 24, A special coordination meeting for federal agencies was hosted by the FHWA to discuss several major efforts,
2003 including the DEIS. At this meeting, interagency support for the analysis of Alternatives N8c, N2/N2f, N2/N2h,
and N2a/N2h was reaffirmed.
Attended by: USACE, USEPA, USFWS, NMFS, MaineDOT
January 10, The agencies were updated on the status of the preparation of the DEIS. No alternatives were dismissed or add2006 ed since 2002. The May 2005 USACE Phase I sign-off remains valid. Detailed information on the study would be
presented at an interagency meeting in the near future.
Attended by: USACE, USEPA, MDIFW, MNAP
March 14, The range of alternatives retained for further consideration in the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation was discussed.
2006 The alternatives were designed conceptually; the design criteria and typical sections were reviewed. Alternative
N2/N2f was modified to reduce impacts to the intertidal portion of the Sheepscot River creating two alternatives: N2/N2f-1 and N2/N2f-2. The study area and features in it were reviewed and some potential impacts from
the alternatives retained for further consideration (i.e., No-build, N2/N28, N2/N2h/N2f-1, N2/N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h,
and N2/N2a/N2h) were discussed. Suggestions were received in support of the identification and analysis of impacts to vernal pools, wildlife habitat, and indirect impacts in the form of induced development and cumulative
effects.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, USEPA, MDIFW
October 10, The range of alternatives considered in the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation (i.e., No-build, N2/N28, N2/N2h/N2f-1,
2006 N2/N2h/N2f-2, N2/N2h, and N2/N2a/N2h) was reviewed and confirmed for both the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation
and for the 404 wetlands permitting process. Concepts for wetlands mitigation for the build alternatives were
discussed.
Attended by: USACE, USFWS, USEPA, MDIFW
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Exhibit 5.3 – Public Involvement
Date

Discussion

Date
Environmental Assessment Portion of the Study

December 16, PAC meeting #1. The purposes of this meeting were to review the NEPA process for the study, discuss the public1999 involvement process and the role of the PAC, and begin a discussion of the study purpose.
PAC meeting #2. This meeting reviewed the history of the study and prior planning studies. The meeting focused
January 6,
on issues to be addressed in the EA and overriding issues defining the purpose and need. The goals and regula2000
tory requirements for the study were discussed.
February 2, PAC meeting #3. This meeting discussed the issues related to defining the purpose and need for the proposed
2000 action, including the consistency with local comprehensive plans, access requirements, and economic impacts.
March 1, PAC meeting #4. The goals and objectives of the study were reviewed. The status of inventorying the natural, so2000 cial, and cultural features in the study area and development of a study web site were discussed.
PAC meeting #5. The purpose and need statement was reviewed. The purpose and format for the public scoping meeting on May 24, 2000, and the web site were discussed. The TSM measures identified in the MaineDOT
April 5,
report Draft Analysis of Alternatives for the Wiscasset Area Transportation Corridor (1997) were discussed. The
2000
MaineDOT indicated that the package of interim and traffic operational improvements developed with the town
of Wiscasset would be resubmitted to the town for consideration for possible implementation in 2000.
PAC meeting #6. Plans for the May 24, 2000, public scoping meeting were discussed and the MaineDOT report,
A Short-Term Approach to Managing Traffic in Downtown Wiscasset (April 2000), was presented to the PAC. This
May 3, report outlined interim measures: short left-turn lanes on Main Street, a pedestrian refuge island along Main
2000 Street, modification of current Main Street parking patterns from perpendicular to diagonal parking, and designation of select side streets in downtown Wiscasset for one-way use. The MaineDOT indicated that the next step
would be to present these measures to the town of Wiscasset for implementation in the summer of 2000.

Discussion

PAC meeting #10. The PAC discussed the purpose and need defining the study. Information on 1997-1999 crash
statistics for the Route 1 corridor were presented, which indicated that Route 1 and other roadways in the study
October 4, area had 10 HCLs. These statistics also indicated that two-lane roads in the study area have a crash rate slightly
2000 higher than the statewide average. The mobility in the study area, as characterized by speeds and LOS, were discussed. The natural, social, and cultural resources to be examined in the EA were presented. The purpose and
format of the second public scoping meeting on November 1, 2000, were discussed.
PAC meeting #11. The study’s purpose and need statement was discussed. In particular, comments received
December 6,
from the public at the second scoping meeting regarding sprawl and growth were discussed. The TSM improve2000
ments with the No-build Alternative were discussed.
PAC meeting #12. The performance measures for sprawl were reviewed and possible interim traffic improveJanuary 3,
ments for the 2001 summer season were discussed. Long- and short-term build alternatives to satisfy the needs
2001
for the study area and region were discussed. Preliminary findings of a tunnel feasibility study were presented.
Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT presented additional TSM strategies to the town of Wiscasset for
February 28, improving traffic safety and capacity on Main Street. These strategies included further parking changes, creation
2001 of left-turn lanes, designation of one-way cross streets, and installation of traffic signals. Input was received from
the Board of Selectmen and the general public.
PAC meeting #13. The natural, social, and cultural resources in the study area were discussed. An update on inMarch 7,
terim traffic improvements for the summer of 2001 was provided and a summary of tunnel feasibility was dis2001
cussed.
PAC meeting #14. The preliminary range of alternatives, including No-build, TSM, and alternatives on new alignApril 4,
ment, was reviewed. The methods for identifying and assessing impacts to the natural, social, and cultural re2001
sources from the alternatives under consideration were discussed.

Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT presented proposals to the town of Wiscasset to modify parking
May 23,
and traffic patterns on Main Street and obtained input from the Board of Selectmen and the general public. The
2000
purpose of the modifications would be to improve traffic safety and capacity using TSM strategies.

April 18, Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT continued discussions with the town of Wiscasset regarding pro2001 posed TSM strategies along Main Street.

Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT presented to the town of Wiscasset the modifications that would
June 19,
be implemented on Main Street. These changes included conversion from perpendicular to diagonal on-street
2000
parking, installation of a median island, and prohibition of left turns at selected locations.

Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT presented its final plans for trial implementation of traffic sigMay 8, nals, one-way streets, turn lanes, and parking changes. Plans for traffic-data collection to measure the effective2001 ness of the changes were also presented. The town of Wiscasset decided to proceed with the local process necessary to create one-way cross streets.

PAC meeting #7. The comments received at the May 24, 2000, public scoping meeting were reviewed. The focus
of the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study to include transportation-management options, such as railroad options and access management, and the EA process were discussed. Regional transportation-management opJuly 5,
tions, such as variable-message signage on I-95 and Route 1 with the planned Augusta Route 3 Kennebec River
2000
crossing (completed in 2004 and named Cushnoc Crossing), were discussed. A local proposal under consideration to pave Railroad Avenue to increase available parking in the downtown area was discussed and endorsed
by the PAC.
PAC meeting #8. The discussion reviewed the history of the regional evaluations of transportation-management
options in the Route 1 corridor and the need to identify specific improvements in the EA that would be impleAugust 2, mented on a trial or temporary basis. Examples of other alternative modes of transportation successfully imple2000 mented in other areas with heavy summer travel, such as ferry service to Acadia National Park, were discussed.
The means of incorporating additional public input into the process through additional public meetings was
discussed.
PAC meeting #9. The PAC discussed modifying the study’s purpose and need statement to include pedestrian
September 6,
safety and to reflect the seasonality of traffic impacts. The PAC requested crash data for the Route 1 corridor. The
2000
effects of truck traffic, carrying a greater proportion of freight, were discussed.
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May 9, Locally requested public meeting: The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and address methods to measure
2001 impacts from sprawl, growth, and development in the region. The Maine SPO participated in the meeting.
June 6, PAC meeting #15. The results of the Stage I alternatives-screening report were presented to the PAC for input
2001 and comments.
PAC meeting #16.1 The advantages and disadvantages of some of the build alternatives were discussed. The raJune 27,
tionale for dismissing some of the alternatives from further consideration was presented. The differing concepts
2001
of alternatives through Wiscasset Village and tunnels along the waterfront area were discussed.
August 7, Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT presented initial findings from the trial TSM actions implement2001 ed in May, June, and July at a meeting of the Wiscasset Board of Selectmen.
September Public informational meeting: The MaineDOT presented to the town of Wiscasset further findings from the trial
18, TSM actions. The findings did not show a measurable change in the traffic capacity of Main Street from any of
2001 the trial actions.
October 25, Multi-town selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT conducted a public briefing for study-area town representa2001 tives on the status of the study and anticipated schedule.
December 18, Edgecomb Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT attended a meeting of the selectmen in the town of Edgecomb
2001 and discussed the alternatives under consideration.
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Exhibit 5.3 – Public Involvement (continued)
Date

Discussion

January 31, Wiscasset Selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT made a presentation at the Wiscasset Board of Selectmen’s meet2002 ing on modifications made to the build alternatives under consideration based on input received to date.
February 1, Multi-town selectmen’s meeting: The MaineDOT held a working meeting with study-area town representatives
2002 to further refine and modify the build alternatives retained for further consideration.
Locally requested public meeting: The alternatives evaluated in the MaineDOT’s Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
April 18,
Study, Phase II Screening of Build Alternatives, were presented and discussed to assist in the screening of alter2002
natives.
May 20, Locally requested public meeting: The second stage of screening alternatives was discussed. The alternatives
2002 that shared widespread public support were Alternatives N8c, N8d, N2, and variations of Alternative N2.
Environmental Impact Statement Portion of the Study
Locally requested public meeting: The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the upcoming Wiscasset referenOctober 23,
dum on the bypass and the alternatives retained for further consideration: the No-build Alternative, Alternative
2002
N2, and Alternative N8c.
Midcoast Bypass Task Force meeting: Task Force members introduced themselves. The MaineDOT and the FHWA
March 22,
presented information about the NEPA process and the role of the Task Force in the public-involvement process
2006
for the DEIS.
Midcoast Bypass Task Force meeting: Task Force members presented their views or the views of their towns or
organizations regarding the need for a bypass and their current preferences among the alternatives under conJune 21,
sideration in the DEIS. Members of the general public also expressed their views. The MaineDOT explained the
2006
need to prepare a Section 4(f ) Evaluation to address the potential for impacts to cultural resources and how this
would affect the study schedule.
Midcoast Bypass Task Force meeting: The MaineDOT updated Task Force members on the DEIS/Section 4(f )
March 14, Evaluation and introduced plan and profile drawings of the build alternatives under consideration in the DEIS.
2007 Task Force members were invited to review the drawings and prepare questions to be answered at the next Task
Force meeting.
Midcoast Bypass Task Force meeting: The MaineDOT updated Task Force members on the DEIS/Section 4(f )
March 29,
Evaluation and answered questions received from Task Force members and the general public regarding the
2007
drawings of the build alternatives.
1

The June 27, 2001, meeting was the last PAC meeting because the PAC was disbanded.

			

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 127

Chapter 6 · Preparers
Federal Highway
Administration
Peter Kleskovic, PE
Qualifications:
• B.S. Civil Engineering, Newark
College of Engineering, 1974
• M.S. Civil Engineering, New Jersey
Institute of Technology, 1977
• 30 years experience in transportation
project development
Responsibilities:
Procedural oversight and guidance

Mark Hasselmann
Qualifications:
• B.S. Environmental Science, Eastern
Connecticut State University, 1984
• 15 years experience in procedural
and technical guidance to assure
compliance of the environmental
analysis with federal requirements
Responsibilities:
Procedural oversight and guidance

Gerald Varney, PE
Qualifications:
• B.S. Civil Engineering, West Virginia
University, 1993
• M.S. Civil Engineering, West Virginia
University, 1995
• 11 years experience in highway
design and engineering

Responsibilities:
Review of conceptual design

Maine Department of
Transportation
Edward W. Hanscom, PE
Qualifications:
• B.S. Civil Engineering, University of
Maine, 1977
• M.S. Civil Engineering, Purdue
University 1979
• 30 years experience in transportation
planning and traffic engineering
Responsibilities:
Project manager and traffic analysis

Raymond Faucher, PE
Qualifications:
• A.S. Civil Engineering, University of
Maine, 1970
• 35 years experience in planning and
design of transportation projects
Responsibilities:
Procedural oversight and guidance

Dale F. Doughty, CG
Qualifications:
• B.S. Geology and Chemistry,
University of Maine, 1986
• 20 years experience in geology and
transportation planning
Responsibilities:

Procedural oversight and guidance

Richard Bostwick, PWS
Qualifications:
• B.Sc. Biology, Mount Allison
University, 1978
• 28 years experience identifying
natural resources and assessing
impacts from transportation projects
Responsibilities:
Natural resources inventory and
assessment of impacts

Judith Lindsey
Qualifications:
• B.S. Environmental Planning, Unity
College, 1979
• 27 years experience in compliance
with NEPA regulations, policies,
and documentation requirements;
community impact assessment;
and social impact assessment
methodologies and analysis

Responsibilities:
Natural resources inventory and
assessment of impacts

Dwight Doughty
Qualifications:
• B.S. in Geologic Sciences, University
of Maine, 1982
• M.B.A., Husson College, 1986
• 20 Years experience in hydrologic and
environmental assessment, and environmental management
Responsibilities:
Uncontrolled petroleum and hazardous wastes inventory and assessment of
impacts

John Perry
Qualifications:
• B.S. Biology, University of Maine,
1991
• 12 years field and research experience

Responsibilities:
Technical document review and
review of regulatory compliance

Responsibilities:
Natural resources inventory

Michael Clark

Qualifications:
• B.S. Wildlife Ecology, University of
Maine, 1999
• M.S. Biodiversity, Conservation, and
Policy, SUNY-Albany, 2001

Qualifications:
• B.A. Biology, Hobart College, 1993
• 20 years experience in survey,
construction, and environmental
compliance and documentation

Dan Tierney

•
•

Certificate in GIS, The Pennsylvania
State University, 2004
5 years experience as a biologist and
GIS specialist

Responsibilities:
Natural resources inventory and
assessment of impacts

Deane C. Van Dusen
Qualifications:
• A.S. Nursery Management, Stockton
School of Agriculture, 1977
• B.S. Plant and Soil Science, University
of Massachusetts, 1979
• M.S. Landscape Architecture,
University of Massachusetts, 1981
• 25 years experience in landscape
design and field studies, including
wetland delineation, threatened and
endangered species surveys, wildlife
and transportation studies, and
wetlands mitigation
Responsibilities
Field studies and wetlands mitigation

Mark Lickus
Qualifications:
• B.A. Geology, University of Colorado,
1983
• M.E.S. Hydrology and Forest
Management, Yale School of Forestry
and Environmental Studies, 1991

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 129

6 · Preparers
•

12 years experience in natural
resource identification, impact
assessment, functional assessment,
and mitigation planning and
implementation

Responsibilities:
Field studies and wetlands mitigation

David Gardner
Qualifications:
• B.S. Natural Resources, University of
Maine, 1991
• 6 years experience in Section 106,
Section 4(f ), and Section 6(f ) compliance
Responsibilities:
Section 106, Section 4(f ), and Section
6(f ) coordination

Anna Price
Qualifications:
• B.S. Environmental Policy Analysis
and Planning, University California
Davis, 1996
• 10 years experience in NEPA
compliance
Responsibilities:
Community resources inventory and
impact assessment, air quality

Gannett Fleming, Inc.
William M. Plumpton, CEP
Qualifications:

•

•

B.S. Environmental Resource
Management, The Pennsylvania State
University, 1984
22 years experience in environmental
impact assessment and NEPA
compliance

Responsibilities:
Technical direction and QA/QC

Harvey S. Knauer, PE, PLS
Qualifications:
• B.S. Civil Engineering, University of
Miami, 1967
• M.C.E. Villanova University, 1974
• 39 years engineering and
environmental experience
Responsibilities:
Noise inventory and assessment of
impacts

David A. Hamlet, PE
Qualifications:
• B.S. Civil Engineering, Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute, 1992
• M.E. Engineering Science, The
Pennsylvania State University, 1995
• 14 years experience in preliminary
and final highway design and
construction services
Responsibilities:
Conceptual design

130 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

Scott W. Duncanson, AICP
Qualifications:
• B.A. Political Science, University of
New Hampshire, 1984
• M.U.A. Urban Affairs/Planning,
Boston University, 1991
• 21 years experience in environmental
planning, land use and
socioeconomics, transportation
planning, NEPA compliance
Responsibilities:
Transportation inventory and impacts
analysis

John A. Ames
Qualifications:
• B.H. Communications, The
Pennsylvania State University, 2001
• M.S. Community and Regional
Planning, Temple University, 2007
• 11 years experience in environmental
planning and NEPA compliance
Responsibilities:
Secondary impacts and cumulative
effects, general document preparation

Katherine E. Sharpe
Qualifications:
• B.A. English, Minor in Environmental
Economics, Minor in Business, The
Pennsylvania State University, 1999
• M.P.S. Environmental Management,
Cornell University, 2003

•

7 years experience in environmental
planning, socioeconomic analysis,
and NEPA compliance

Responsibilities:
Social and economic resources
inventory

Aaron K. Holt
Qualifications:
• A.S. Specialized Technology, The Art
Institute of Philadelphia, 2002
• 4 years experience in graphic design
Responsibilities:
Graphic design and document layout

SEA Consultants, Inc.
Lisa Dickson, CG
Qualifications:
• B.A. Geology-Biology, Colby College,
1992
• M.S. Geological Sciences, The
University of Michigan, 1994
• 8 years experience in environmental
planning, NEPA documentation and
compliance, Section 4(f ) evaluations,
and memoranda of agreement
Responsibilities:
Historic and archeological resources inventory and assessment of impacts,
memoranda of agreement, Section 4(f )
Evaluation

TechEdit Services
Constance G. Burt
Qualifications:
• B.S. Social Work, Florida State
University, 1972
• 26 years experience as a technical
editor
Responsibilities:
Technical editing

Chapter 7 · Distribution List
This DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation was distributed to federal, state, and
local agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise, and agencies,
tribes, and local entities, that may be interested in the study.

Elected Officials
U.S. Senator Susan Collins
68 Sewall Street, Room 507
Augusta, ME 04330
U.S. Senator Olympia Snowe
Edmund S. Muskie Federal Building
40 Western Avenue, Room 408C
Augusta, ME 04330
U.S. Representative Tom Allen
57 Exchange Street, Suite 302
Portland, ME 04101
State Senator Dana Dow
30 Kalers Pond Road
Waldoboro, ME 04572
State Representative W. Bruce MacDonald
656 Back River Road
Boothbay, ME 04537
State Representative Jonathan B. McKane
30 Bay View Road
Newcastle, ME 04553
State Representative Peter L. Rines
334 Bradford Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578

U.S. Federal Government
U.S. Department of Interior
Attn: Willie R. Taylor
Office of Policy & Compliance
MS2340 M1B
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities
EIS Filing Section
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

USEPA New England Region 1
Attn: Tim Timmerman
1 Congress Street
Boston, MA 02114-2023
U.S. General Services Administration
Attn: Dennis Smith, Regional Administrator
New England Region 1
10 Causeway Street, Room, 106
Boston, MA 02222
Federal Aviation Administration
Director, New England Region
12 New England Executive Park
Burlington, MA 01803

Federal Emergency Regulation Commission
Environmental Evaluation Branch
825 North Capital Street Room 7102
Washington, DC 20426

Federal Railroad Administration
Region 1 Office
55 Broadway, Room 1077
Cambridge, MA 02142

Federal Highway Administration
Attn: Marlys Osterhues, HEPE
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE.
Room E72-214
Washington, DC 20590

Federal Transit Administration
Region 1 Office
Transportation Systems Center
Kendall Square
55 Broadway, Suite 920
Cambridge, MA 02142-1093

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region 1 Office
Attn: J.W. McCormack
POCH/Room 442
Boston, MA 02109

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Environmental Analysis Branch
New England Division
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742-2751

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 131

7 · Distribution List
Jeff Murphy
NOAA Fisheries
Maine Field Station
17 Godfrey Drive
Suite 1
Orono, ME 04473

US Department of Agriculture.
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Lincoln County Office
Mary Thompson
191 Camden Road
Warren, ME 04864

Richard Doyle, Tribal Governor
Passamaquoddy Tribe Pleasant Point
PO Box 343
Perry, Maine 04667

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northeast Regional Office
Attn: Mary Colligan
One Blackburn Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

U.S. Coast Guard, 1st Coast Guard District
Attn: Gary Kassof
1 South Street, Battery Park Building
New York, NY 10004-5073

Maine Historic Preservation Commission
Attn: Earle Shettleworth
65 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0065

Tribal Government

Maine Department of Conservation
Attn: Peter McGowen, Commissioner
East Side Campus, 18 Elkins Lane
Augusta, ME 04330

U.S. Geological Survey
Attn: Robert Dudley
Maine District
196 Whitten Road
Augusta, ME 04330
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Maine Project Office
Attn: Jay Clement
675 Western Avenue
28 State House Station
Manchester, ME 04351
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Margaret Chase Smith Federal Building
202 Harlow Street, Suite 101
Bangor, ME 04401-4919
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Maine Field Office –Ecological Services
Attn: Wende Mahaney
1168 Main Street
Old Town, ME 04468

Penobscot Indian Nation
Attn: Chief Kirk Francis
12 Wabanaki Way
Indian Island, ME 04468
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians
Attn: Chief Brenda Commander
88 Bell Road
Littleton, ME 04730
Aroostook Band of Micmacs
Attn: Chief William W. Phillips
7 Northern Road
Presque Isle, ME 04769
Passamaquoddy Tribe of Indians
William Nicholas, Tribal Governor
Passamaquoddy Tribe Indian Township
PO Box 301
Princeton, ME 04668

132 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

Maine State Government

Maine Bureau of Parks and Lands
Attn: Will Harris, Director
22 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0022
Maine Forest Service
Attn: R. Alec Giffen, Director
22 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0022
Maine Geological Survey
Attn: Robert Marvinney, Director
22 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0022
Maine Department of Agriculture
Attn: Seth Bradstreet III, Commissioner
28 State House Station/Deering Building. - AMHI Campus
Augusta, ME 04333-0028

7 · Distribution List
Maine State Planning Office
Attn: Martha Freeman, Director
38 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0038
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
Attn: Steve Timpano
41 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0041
Maine Department of Economic and Community Development
Attn: John Richardson, Director
59 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0059
Maine Natural Areas Program
Attn: Molly Docherty, Director
93 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0093
Maine Atlantic Salmon Commission
Attn: Norman R. Dube, Fisheries Scientist
Bureau of Sea Run Fisheries and Habitat
Maine Department of Marine Resources
650 State Street
Bangor, ME 04401
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Land and Water Quality
Attn: Andy Fiske
17 State House Station
Presque Isle, ME 04333-0017

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
Attn: James Connolly, Region Wildlife Biologist
Sidney Regional Headquarters
270 Lyons Road
Sidney, ME 04330-9711

Stuart Smith, Selectman
803 Boothbay Road
Edgecomb, ME 04556

Local Government

Amanda Russell, Planning Board*
372 Middle Road
Edgecomb, ME 04556

Billie Willard, 1st Selectman
1568 Alna Road
Alna, ME 04535

Barry Johnston, Fire Chief
803 Boothbay Road
Edgecomb, ME 04556

Robert Faunce, Lincoln County*
183 Main Street
Lewiston, ME 04240

Lee Straw, Selectman*
30 Brick Hill Road
Newcastle, ME 04553

Douglas Baston, Planning Board*
18 Sheepscot Road
Alna, ME 04535

David Bertran*
53 North End Road
Westport Island, ME 04578

Tom Woodin, Town Manager*
11 Howard Street
Boothbay Harbor, ME 04538

Arthur Faucher, Manager*
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578

A. Ross Edwards, Selectman*
414 River Road
Boothbay, ME 04537

William Barnes, Selectman*
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578

Frank Perkins, Jr., Selectman
803 Boothbay Road
Edgecomb, ME 04556

Alex Robertson, Selectman
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578

Joanna Cameron, Selectman*
803 Boothbay Road
Edgecomb, ME 04556

David Nichols, Selectman
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation · 133

7 · Distribution List
Duane Goud, 1st Selectman
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Robert Fairfield, Selectman
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Jeffrey Hinderliter, Planner
51 Bath Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Don Jones*
P.O. Box 1562
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Amy Winston, Lincoln County*
P.O. Box 268
Wiscasset, ME 04578
David King, Sr., Selectman*
60 Birchwood Road
Woolwich, ME 04579

Other Interested Parties
Dr. Norma Dreyfus, FCP*
9 North End Road
Westport Island, ME 04578

Jaimie Logan*
Boothbay Harbor Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 356
Boothbay Harbor, ME 04538
Bill Phinney
15 Lee Street
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Jim Simonetti
Ward Brook Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578
Leah Sprague, SVCA*
624 Sheepscot Road
Newcastle, ME 04553

Libraries
Maine State Library
Attn: Sarah Stanton
230 State Street
Augusta, ME 04330
Wiscasset Public Library
P.O. Box 367
Wiscasset, ME 04578

Dr. Donald Hudson*
485 Chewonki Neck Road
Wiscasset, ME 04578-4822

*Task Force member

134 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

Chapter 8 · Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

8

Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation
8.1 Introduction

The FHWA and the MaineDOT prepared this evaluation to meet the requirements set forth in Section 4(f ) of the U.S.
USDOT Act of 1966 (49 USC 303).
A Section 4(f ) evaluation is required
when a federally funded transportation
action threatens to use an historic site
that is listed on or eligible for the NRHP,
or a publicly owned park, recreational
area, or wildlife refuge. Section 4(f ) states
that publicly owned parks, recreation
lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuge areas,
or historic sites of national, state, or local
significance may not be used for USDOTfunded projects unless there is no feasible
and prudent alternative to the use of such
land and such projects include all possible planning to minimize harm to these
lands.
Use occurs when there is “substantial
impairment” of the values, functions, or
features that originally qualified the property for protection under Section 4(f ).
Types of use include the following:

Exhibit 8.1 – Study Location Map

portation facility through an easement
(e.g., drainage and utility easements)
3. Temporary easement: when a resource
is not restored to its prior condition,
including original grade, vegetation,
and so forth
This evaluation provides the necessary information for the Secretary of
Transportation to render a Section 4(f )
finding. The Secretary must determine
whether there are feasible and prudent
alternatives to the use of Section 4(f ) re-

Exhibit 8.2 – The Mid-Coast Region

sources necessitated by the proposed federal action and that the proposed action
includes all possible planning to minimize
harm resulting from such use.

8.2 Proposed Action
The Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
was initiated to evaluate transportation alternatives aimed at reducing traffic congestion and improving safety along
U.S. Route 1 (Main Street) in Wiscasset,
Edgecomb, and neighboring towns (exhibits 8.1 and 8.2). Route 1 is the major tourist, recreational, and commuter route in
Maine’s Mid-Coast Region and also serves
as a major commuter route for local and
regional residents. Wiscasset’s downtown

Chapter 8 is a Section 4(f ) Evaluation,
which is required when a federally funded transportation action uses
property from a historic structure that
is listed on or eligible for the NRHP, a
publicly owned park, recreational area,
or wildlife refuge.

Contents:
8.1 Introduction
8.2 Proposed Action
8.3. Purpose and Need
8.4 Section 4(f) Resources
8.5 Alternative Analysis and Impacts
to Section 4(f) Properties
8.6 Measures to Minimize Harm
8.7 Coordination
8.8 References

1. Fee simple: 4(f ) land is permanently
incorporated into the transportation
facility through a right-of-way acquisition
2. Permanent easement: 4(f ) land is permanently incorporated into the trans-
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commercial center (i.e., Wiscasset Village)
straddles Route 1. Heavy through-traffic,
combined with pedestrian use, on-street
parking, and turning traffic, creates a bottleneck in Wiscasset Village, resulting in
significant congestion and major delays–
both of which negatively impact the town
and the region. The MaineDOT and the
FHWA are proposing to increase public safety, enhance mobility, and provide
a net improvement to the environment in
this region.
The study area is in Maine and consists
of portions of the towns of Woolwich,
Wiscasset, Westport Island, Edgecomb,
and Newcastle (exhibit 8.3). This initial
study area was used in the early stages
of the evaluation. As the range of alternatives narrowed to those currently retained for further consideration, the study
area identified in exhibit 8.4 served as the
study area for further evaluation.

8.3 Purpose and Need
This section is an overview of the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study purposes and needs statement. A detailed
discussion is in chapter 1 of this DEIS.
The purposes of this study are to improve public safety, enhance mobility
(through congestion reduction), and provide a net improvement to the environment in Wiscasset, Maine. The ‘environment’ is interpreted comprehensively and
consists of the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people

with that environment. The needs identified as part of this study are as follows.
Traffic Congestion
Traffic congestion on Route 1 through
Wiscasset has been a problem for more
than 50 years. Traffic volumes and congestion in the Mid-Coast Region are
highly seasonal due to the influx of tourists and seasonal residents in the summer.
For much of the year, Route 1 has sufficient capacity to handle traffic demands.
However, during the summer, especially
in July and August, daily traffic volumes
are approximately 35 percent greater than
other times of the year. Congestion in
the form of northbound and southbound
backups often begins before 11 a.m. and
continues to 6 p.m. or later. Northbound
traffic backups longer than 4 miles have
been recorded (see chapter 1).
The congestion is a direct result of the
increase in traffic volumes and reduced
traffic-carrying capacity of Main Street in
Wiscasset Village. The decrease in capacity is due to various factors, including lower speeds, frequent turning movements of
vehicles to and from side streets, pedestrian crossings, and vehicles using the onstreet parking spaces on Main Street. The
overall geometry and alignment of Route
1 also contribute to congestion.
Safety
The level and type of interaction between pedestrian and vehicular traffic
along Main Street in Wiscasset Village is
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a source of concern to local residents. The
high volume of vehicular traffic during
the summer months noticeably impedes
the ability of pedestrians to move across
town. Pedestrian crossings result in delays
for vehicular traffic because drivers slow
down or stop to allow people to cross.
There is a similar concern about the safety of pedestrians who may dart into traffic in an attempt to cross Route 1 during
shorter and less frequent gaps in the traffic stream.
MaineDOT crash data show several
HCLs in the study area, many of which
are aggravated by the high levels of congestion. Various TSM and TDM measures
have been implemented in an effort to
improve the safety at these locations, but
none have been successful in adequately
addressing the problems (see chapter 2).
In addition, the community has expressed
concern about delays in emergency-vehicle response times due to congestion.
High Traffic Volume Threatens
Wiscasset’s Community Character
The character of Wiscasset Village and
its quality of life are threatened by the increasing traffic volumes and corresponding congestion and safety issues associated with traffic on Route 1. Wiscasset
Village has many buildings that date to the
early nineteenth century when the town
was a major seaport. Wiscasset Village includes community resources such as the
library, post office, public docks, government buildings, churches, and a commer-

cial district on or near Main Street, which
are generally located within walking distance of one another.
The heavy flow of traffic during the
summer prevents the free movement of
shoppers, business people, and residents
in the business district and greatly hampers travel through Wiscasset Village.
Businesses and community services do
not thrive or function efficiently when
their customers and constituents cannot
easily access these facilities or when deliveries are delayed. Residents are often
forced to alter their daily routines during the summer. Pedestrian travel is likewise impaired because of the difficulty of
crossing Main Street.

8.4 Section 4(f) Resources
8.4.1 Historic Properties
8.4.1.1 Architectural Resources
Wiscasset Historic District (NRHPlisted; includes a National Historic
Landmark)
Wiscasset was first settled in the mid
to late seventeenth century and was an
active seaport and riverport during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The
shipping industry in Wiscasset flourished
in the era after the American Revolution,
and Wiscasset’s prominence as a major
port continued until the early 1800s.
Many of the structures associated with
Wiscasset’s early history remain intact. In
1973, Wiscasset Village and the surrounding waterfront, were listed on the NRHP

as the Wiscasset Historic District, the
limits of which are depicted in exhibit 8.5.
The Wiscasset Historic District is comprised of nearly 220 contributing properties (DePerri, 2000).
In addition to these contributing properties, the following five individually listed properties are located in the Wiscasset
Historic District, one of which is a National
Historic Landmark:
•

•

•

Nickels–Sortwell House on Main Street
(a National Historic Landmark): A
three-story, elaborately ornate mansion designed in the Adamesque
Federal style, it was built between 1807
and 1812 (Beard and Smith, 1982) (see
exhibit 8.6).
Wiscasset Jail and Museum on Federal
Street: This complex consists of two
separate but attached structures. The
jail is a three-story, granite, rectangular building that was built in 1809. It
consists of two floors of cells and walls
that are up to 40 inches thick. The
third floor functioned as a dormitory
for debtors, women, and people with
mental illness. The abutting Jailer’s
House (the current Museum) was
erected in 1837 and built of bricks;
it replaced an earlier house that had
burned (Beard and Smith, 1982) (exhibit 8.7).
U.S. Customs House and Post Office–
Old Courthouse on Water Street: A
two-story, Italianate brick and granite building that dates from 1870, it
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Exhibit 8.3 – Initial Study Area
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Exhibit 8.4 – Study area

Inset Map

See Inset Map
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Exhibit 8.5 – Historic and Archeological Resources

Sources: MaineDOT, 2007; Maine Historic Preservation Commission, 2007
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•

•

originally served as a customs house
and post office but has been used as a
residence and gift shop since the 1960s
(Beard and Smith, 1982) (exhibit 8.8).
Red Brick School on Warren Street: This
is a two-story building that was constructed of handmade “mud bricks” in
1807 by the citizens of Wiscasset. A
French cupola adorns its roof (Beard
and Smith, 1982) (exhibit 8.9).
Captain George Scott House on Federal
Street: A two-and-a-half-story brick
residence built in the Italianate style,
it is an octagonal building with sandstone and granite lintels and sills. It was
built in 1855 for the famous shipmaster, George Scott, and his wife (Beard
and Smith, 1982) (exhibit 8.10).

Exhibit 8.6 – The Nickels–Sortwell House on Main Street

Exhibit 8.7 – The Wiscasset Jail and Museum on Federal Street

Exhibit 8.8 – Wiscasset Customs House and Post Office on Water Street

Exhibit 8.9 – The Red Brick School on Warren Street

Three additional contributing elements
to the Wiscasset Historic District have
been identified, two of which are located
in the Willow Lane/Churchill Street area
and one on Bradford Road. Also, the continued eligibility of another was verified
despite its partial destruction in a recent
fire. The four properties are as follows:
•

•

Property 190 (Willow Lane): A onestory, five-bay, Federal-period cape
clad in wood shingles, with a one-story
ell projecting to the rear (K. Mohney,
personal communication, 4/10/2006).
Property 191 (Willow Lane): A twostory, five-bay, Federal-period house
sheathed in clapboards and featuring a central entrance, with several

140 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

8 · Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

•

•

Exhibit 8.10 – The Captain George Scott House on Federal Street

Exhibit 8.11 – 16 Bradford Road

Exhibit 8.12 – A view of Sortwell Farm barn and reconstructed house

Exhibit 8.13 – A view of Sortwell Farm barn and wagon shed

					

nineteenth- and twentieth-century
additions projecting to the rear and
north sides (K. Mohney, personal
communication, 4/10/2006).
16 Bradford Road: A two-story, fivebay, Federal-style frame dwelling
sheathed in clapboards (exhibit 8.11).
It features a hip roof and two brick
chimneys. The front entrance consists
of a paneled door flanked by sidelights
and surmounted by an elliptical fan.
A two-story, L-shaped, hip-roofed
ell extends to the rear, beyond which
is a detached gable-roofed barn (K.
Mohney, personal communication,
8/25/2006).
Sortwell Farm: Originally, this was
a collection of nineteenth-century
buildings, including the main house,
attached barn, and wagon shed, with
associated farmland (see exhibits 8.12
and 8.13). The main house was destroyed by fire in 2005. However, the
attached two-and-a-half-story barn
and one-and-a-half-story wagon shed,
both clapboard-sided with a gambrel
roof, were unharmed. Based on a reevaluation, the MHPC determined
that sufficient integrity remained to
justify the Sortwell Farm property’s continuing status as a contributing element to the Wiscasset Historic
District (SHPO, 7/26/2005).
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Individual Wiscasset Properties
(NRHP-Eligible)
Sheepscot River Bridge, No. 50.49
(NRHP-Eligible): The steel railroad bascule bridge that crosses the Sheepscot
River between Wiscasset and Edgecomb
near Clark Point has been determined eligible for inclusion on the NRHP because
of its distinctive design characteristics
(exhibit 8.14). It is a draw-span bridge that
consists of two Warren through-trusses
and a 400-foot-long main span that appears to be a variant of the Pennsylvania
design. The Sheepscot River bridge uses
a Scherzer draw span, a design that employs a counterweight to lift the main
span (SHPO, 9/14/1998).
Fort Edgecomb State Historic Site
(NRHP-Listed Historic District)
Fort Edgecomb is located on the southern tip of Davis Island in the town of
Edgecomb, and it is also a State Historic
Site and Park (exhibit 8.15). It is of national significance because of its fine degree of preservation and the relative rarity
of other intact forts of this size or genre.
Fort Edgecomb was constructed on the
banks of the Sheepscot River in the early
1800s in an effort to protect the shipping
interests of Wiscasset. In addition to the
surviving blockhouse, several associated
structures–mainly represented by archeological remains–are also included in this
NRHP site (NHRP Registration Form, no
date).

Exhibit 8.14 – The Sheepscot River Bridge
Individual Edgecomb Properties
(NRHP-Eligible)
Two additional NHRP-eligible properties in the study area (adjacent to Fort
Edgecomb) were identified.
•

•

Property 141-0006 (Fort Road): This is
a one-and-a-half-story, five-bay cape
with a pair of gable-roofed dormers,
a center chimney, and a recessed
one-story wing. A detached Englishstyle barn is also on the property (K.
Mohney, personal communication,
4/4/2006).
Property 141-0007 (Fort Road): A
two-and-a-half-story, five-bay dwelling with a Federal-style fanlight above
the front door, this property includes
a wraparound porch and a trio of dor-
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mers on the front elevation, which indicates that the building was used as a
summer tourist house during the late
nineteenth century (K. Mohney, personal communication, 4/4/2006).
8.4.1.2 Archeological Resources
MHPC staff completed Phase II field
survey work in the study area. A detailed
account of the survey methods and results to date is in chapter 3. Additional
laboratory work will be required to finalize eligibility determinations for some of
the sites (MHPC report, 10/13/2006). On
May 25, 2006, the FHWA, the SHPO, and
the MaineDOT executed an MOA, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2), to allow for phased identification and evaluation of these sites. Section 106 eligibility

Exhibit 8.15 – Fort Edgecomb
determinations and levels of effect will
be determined for all sites and the results
will be included in the FEIS and the Final
Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
Whereas Section 106 applies to any archeological property that is either eligible
for or listed on the NHRP, Section 4(f ) applies only to NRHP-eligible or -listed archeological resources that are determined
important to preserve in place. Section
4(f ) does not apply to archeological sites
that are important largely because of what
can be learned from data recovery.
Determinations of Section 4(f ) applicability will be included in the FEIS and the
Final Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

8.4.1.3 Tribal Resources
Section 106 requires consultation with
Indian tribes that attach religious and cultural significance to historic resources in
the study area. In accordance with 36 CFR
Section 800.3 (f )(2) regarding the possible
presence of tribally significant resources in the study area, the FHWA initiated
consultation with the Aroostook Band of
Micmacs, the Houlton Band of Maliseet
Indians, the Passamaquoddy Tribe, and
the Penobscot Nation between February
1 and 14, 2006.
The tribal contacts indicated that there
are no known historic sites of cultural and
religious significance to their respective
tribes within the Wiscasset or Edgecomb
Area of Potential Effect (APE). To date, no
NRHP-eligible or -listed tribal resources
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are known to exist within the APE. The
FHWA will apprise the tribes of any archeological findings.

8.4.1.4 Public Parks and Recreational
Properties
Section 4(f) Properties
For Section 4(f ) to be applicable, parks
and recreational properties must be publicly owned, open to the public as a whole,
and determined significant by the official
with jurisdiction over that property or by
the FHWA. If the property is private, not
open to the general public (e.g., a municipal beach only open to town residents), or
deemed insignificant by the official with
jurisdiction or by the FHWA, then the
property does not qualify for protection
under Section 4(f ). All determinations
are subject to review for reasonableness
by the FHWA.
Although there are public parks and
recreational resources in the study area,
none of them would be impacted by the
retained alternatives. These resources are
descrived in detail in Chapter 3. Public
parks and recreation areas include Fort
Edgecomb, the Wiscasset Community
Center, the Wiscasset ball field and playground, and the playgrounds and ball fields
at the three public schools in Wiscasset.
Section 6(f) Properties
Section 6(f ) of the LAWCON Act of
1965 affords additional protection to any
lands that have been purchased or im-

proved with LAWCON funds by requiring replacement of any property not used
for its funded purpose.
Although there is a Section 6(f ) resource
in the study area (i.e., the recreational grounds at Wiscasset High School), it
would not be impacted by the build alternatives. The Section 6(f ) resources are descrived in detail in section 3.5.

8.5 Alternatives Analysis
and Impacts to Section 4(f)
Properties
In addition to the No-build Alternative
and TSM/TDM measures, more than 30
alternatives were analyzed as part of the
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study. This
discussion provides information on alternatives that have been dismissed from
further consideration as well as those that
are retained for further study.

8.5.1 Alternatives Dismissed from
Further Consideration
Alternatives that were dismissed from
further consideration under Section 4(f )
and the reasons for their dismissal are included herein. A discussion of the alternatives and their screening process is in
chapter 2.
Upgrade Alternative
Conclusion: Does not meet the purpose
and need; results in unacceptable and

severe adverse social, economic, or other
environmental impacts.
The Upgrade Alternative would not satisfy the study purposes and needs and the
USACE’s basic project purpose because
it would fail to satisfy the needs for improved safety and protection of the community character of Wiscasset Village.
Of all the alternatives, the Upgrade
Alternative would result in the greatest
level of adverse impact to the Wiscasset
Village portion of the historic district.
The Upgrade Alternative would result in
acquisition of properties afforded protection under Section 4(f ) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act of
1966. The Upgrade Alternative would fail
to meet the community-character need
because it would require the construction
of a five-lane roadway through Wiscasset
Village to accommodate existing and future Route 1 traffic volumes, affecting
Wiscasset Village more negatively than
the No-build Alternative and all build alternatives. The results of a five-lane configuration would be the removal of parking on Main Street (i.e., Route 1), which
would reduce the availability of convenient parking for Main Street businesses and potentially affect the Wiscasset
Village economy; the acquisition of properties in Wiscasset Village for additional
Route 1 right-of-way; the further division
of Wiscasset Village as Route 1 traffic volumes on Main Street increase and impede
the pedestrian and local vehicular traffic
necessary to its functioning; and the aes-

					

thetic degradation of the Village by situating a modern five-lane highway in the
nineteenth-century setting. The Upgrade
Alternative would fail to satisfy the need
for safety concern because it would not
provide a consistent travel speed for
the safe movement of Route 1 throughtraffic and would not address the consequences of growth in Route 1 traffic volumes through Wiscasset Village, thereby
allowing the conflicts between Route 1
through-traffic and local pedestrians and
vehicular traffic to increase. The effectiveness of an Upgrade Alternative at relieving
traffic congestion would be limited due to
the short distance to merge traffic from a
five-lane cross section on Main Street to
a two-lane roadway on the Davey Bridge.
(A distance of 400 feet exists between the
railroad-grade crossing near Water Street
and the Davey Bridge abutment. To minimize the effect of transitioning between
a five-lane Main Street and a two-lane
Davey Bridge, the Davey Bridge may require structural modification or widening.)
Alternative S1 (including S1a)
Conclusion: Construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude; results in
unacceptable and severe adverse social,
economic, or other environmental
impacts.
Alternatives S1 and S1a were dismissed
from further consideration because
Alternative S2 would affect fewer resources and cost less than Alternatives S1 or S1a.

Alternative S1 has disadvantages compared to Alternative S2 in terms of cost
and environmental impact. Alternative
S1 would cost $152 million compared
to $124 million for Alternative S2 (2006
dollars) because it would involve lengthy
elevated structures over the Sheepscot
River, Cowseagan Narrows, and Cushman
Cove, whereas Alternative S2 would avoid
Cushman Cove. Alternative S1 would
have more impact on wildlife habitat than
Alternative S2 because it would impact
a deer-wintering area on Cushman Hill,
a hemlock slope forest along Cushman
Cove, a softshell-clam habitat in Cushman
Cove, and marine-worm harvesting areas in the Sheepscot River, all of which
would be avoided by Alternative S2.
Supplemental information available in
2007 indicates that Alternative S1 would
have a greater impact than Alternative S2
on the hemlock slope forest (4 acres versus 0 acre), softshell-clam habitat (5 acres
versus 2 acres), and marine-worm harvesting areas (2 acres versus 0 acre). The
impact to deer-wintering areas would be
more than 20 acres compared to none for
the build alternatives still under consideration. Alternative S1a would have environmental impacts and costs similar to
those described herein.
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Alternative S2 (including S2a, S2b,
S2c, S2d, S2e)
Conclusion: Construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.
Alternatives S2, S2a, S2b, S2c, S2d, and

S2e were dismissed from further consid-

eration for the same reasons. Alternative
S2 is financially impracticable because it
would be extraordinarily costly. In 2006
dollars, Alternative S2 would cost an estimated $124 million, $50 million to $65
million more than the cost of build alternatives retained for further consideration.
Based on the three most recent two-year
work programs, the cost of Alternative S2
represents six times the statewide average annual allocation of $20 million (2006
dollars) for roadways in new locations.
Contributing factors in the extraordinarily high cost include 7 miles of project
length, which is 2 to 4 miles longer than in
the build alternatives retained for further
consideration; and more than 1 mile of
bridge construction, much of it high level, necessary to preserve deep-water navigable channels in the Sheepscot River for
maritime use. Supplemental information
available in 2007 indicates that Alternative
S2 also would incur greater impacts to the
natural environment than the alternatives
retained for further consideration: 30 to
40 acres of impact to wetlands versus 6 to
10 acres; 15 acres of impact to waterfowl
and wading-bird habitat versus none; 2
acres of impact to softshell-clam habitat
versus none; and 30 acres of deer-wintering area versus none.

Alternative C1 (including C1a, C1b)
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternatives C1, C1a, and C1b were
dismissed from further consideration
for the same reasons: community character and natural environmental impact. Alternative C1 would fail to satisfy the study purpose because it does not
satisfy the community-character need.
Alternative C1 would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District because it creates a visual and physical barrier between the district and its commercial
and recreational waterfront. Alternative
C1 would also displace public facilities
for recreational boating, which is avoided by the alternatives retained for further
consideration. Alternative C1 also would
fill more than 6 acres of coastal wetlands
compared to 1 acre by any of the build alternatives retained for further consideration. Alternative C1 would only partially
satisfy safety concerns because it does not
improve safety conditions at all HCLs and
does not provide a consistent rural roadway speed for Route 1 through-traffic.
Alternatives T1 and T2
Conclusion: Do not meet purpose
and need; construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.
Alternatives T1 and T2 would not satisfy the study purpose because they fail
to satisfy the need to preserve community character. In addition to a west tunnel portal in the southwest corner of the
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Wiscasset Historic District, Alternatives
T1 and T2 would require an east tunnel portal on Main Street west of Water
Street. This would alter the visual and
aesthetic character of the historic district,
impact pedestrian accessibility on Main
Street, and undermine the cohesiveness
of the district as a whole. Alternatives T1
and T2 would eliminate on-street parking
on Main Street, reducing the availability of
convenient parking for Main Street businesses. Alternatives T1 and T2 would only
partially satisfy the need to address traffic
congestion because Route 1 through-traffic would still conflict with local vehicular and pedestrian traffic at Water Street.
Alternatives T1 and T2 would fail to satisfy
safety concerns because Route 1 throughtraffic would still conflict with local vehicular and pedestrian traffic crossing Main
Street at Water Street and would create a
difficult railroad-grade crossing near the
tunnel portal at Water Street. Alternative
T1 would result in considerable disruption to Route 1 traffic flow and Wiscasset
Village activities during construction due
to the cut-and-cover tunneling method.
Alternative T2 is financially impracticable
because it would be extraordinarily costly, an estimated $138 million, $59 million
to $74 million (2006 dollars) more than
the build alternatives retained for further
consideration. The major contributing
factor to the extraordinarily high cost is
the tunnel-boring.

Alternative T3
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose
and need; construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.
Alternative T3 would only partially satisfy safety concerns because it does not
address all HCLs in the study area, and it
does not provide a consistent posted speed
for Route 1 through-traffic. Alternative
T3 would only partially satisfy the community-character need. Alternative T3
avoids the Route 1 tunnel portal on Main
Street that Alternatives T1 and T2 would
have. However, in addition to a west tunnel portal in the southwest corner of the
Wiscasset Historic District, it would require a visible east tunnel portal and local on- and off-ramps connecting to the
Davey Bridge at the edge of the Wiscasset
Village waterfront. The visual impact of
the tunnel portal and the ramps would
have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset
Historic District. Alternative T3 is financially impracticable because it would be
extraordinarily costly. It would cost an
estimated $185 million, $106 million to
$121 million (2006 dollars) more than the
build alternatives currently retained for
further consideration.
Alternative T4
Conclusion: Construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.
Alternative T4 is financially impracticable because it would be extraordinarily costly. Alternative T4 would cost an
estimated $401 million, more than $200

million (2006 dollars) more than any other tunnel alternative and $322 million to
$337 million more than build alternatives
currently retained for further consideration.
Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3
Conclusion: Do not meet purpose and
need.
Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 were
dismissed from further consideration for
the same reasons: effectiveness and natural environmental impact. Alternatives
RR1, RR2, and RR3 would not satisfy
the study purpose and the USACE’s basic project purpose because they fail to
satisfy the traffic congestion, safety concerns and community-character needs.
Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would
follow terrain that is 70 to 190 feet higher
than the 80-foot highest elevation of the
existing railroad in the study area, making them inefficient compared to the existing railroad unless, at great expense,
large cuts or extensive tunnels are used
to construct grades that meet railroaddesign requirements. Alternatives RR1,
RR2, and RR3 would not adequately address congestion because they would not
attract enough ridership to reduce Route
1 traffic volumes and delays below current levels. (One previous study, the MidCoast Study, estimated that perhaps 3
to 10 percent of Route 1 traffic could be
shifted to rail transportation, which is less
than the more than 25-percent expected growth in traffic by 2030. See section
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1.3.1.) Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3
would not adequately address safety and
community concerns because they would
not attract enough ridership to reduce
Route 1 traffic volumes below current
levels. Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 do
not meet purpose and need.
Alternative N1 (including N1a, N1b,
N1c, and N1d)
Conclusion: Results in unacceptable and
severe adverse social, economic, or other
environmental impacts.
Alternatives N1, N1a, N1b, N1c, and
N1d were dismissed from further consideration for the same reasons: natural
environmental impact, cost, and effectiveness. Route 1 through-traffic would
travel more distance to use Alternative
N1 compared to Alternative N2. Longer
travel distance would also add travel
time and make Alternative N1 less effective than Alternative N2 in reducing
Route 1 through-traffic and congestion
in Wiscasset Village. Supplemental data
available in 2002 showed that Alternative
N1 would add 2.2 miles of travel distance to Route 1 through-traffic, compared to 1.0 mile of travel distance for
Alternative N2. This extra distance would
add approximately 2 minutes of travel
time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
Alternative N1 would be 2.3 miles longer than Alternative N2 and have the
following effects: Alternative N1 would
require acquisition of 160 acres in rightof-way compared to the 90 acres required

by Alternative N2; Alternative N1 would
cost $85 million, compared to $60 million
to $70 million for Alternative N2 (2006
dollars); and Alternative N1 would have
a greater impact on the natural environment than Alternative N2. Supplemental
data available in 2002 substantiated the
Stage I dismissal. Alternative N1 would
impact more acreage than Alternative N2
for the following resources: farmlands (11
acres versus 2 acres), privately held conservation lands (14 acres versus 6 acres),
forested wetlands (5.4 acres versus 2.7
acres), and deer-wintering areas (29 acres
versus 0 acre). Alternative N1 would cross
the southern portion of the MNAP Lower
Sheepscot Tidal Marsh Focus Area, a waters of the U.S. not impacted by Alternative
N2 or any other build alternatives retained
for further consideration.
Alternative N2b
Conclusion: Became an obsolete
alternative.
Alternative N2b is redundant and unnecessary after the dismissal of Alternative
N1d. The combination of Alternatives
N2b and N1d was nearly identical to
Alternative N2a, which was retained for
further consideration.
Alternatives N2c, and N2d
Conclusion: Have more environmental
impact than Alternative N2 variations
retained for detailed analysis.
Alternatives N2c and N2d would have
negative impacts on farmlands and resi-

dential properties along rural Cochran
Road in Edgecomb. Impacts to farmlands
would be 2.5 acres compared to 0 acre by
either Alternative N2f or Alternative N2h.
Alternatives N2c and N2d would also have
a 1-acre greater impact on wetlands than
either Alternative N2f or Alternative N2h.
In combination, Alternatives N2c and
N2d would have more impact to farmlands and wetlands than Alternatives N2f
and N2h.
Alternative N3
Conclusion: Results in unacceptable and
severe adverse social, economic, or other
environmental impact; construction costs
of an extraordinary magnitude.
Route 1 through-traffic would travel
more distance to use Alternative N3 than
Alternative N2. Added distance would
also add travel time and make Alternative
N3 less effective than Alternative N2 in
reducing Route 1 through-traffic and congestion in Wiscasset Village. Supplemental
data available in 2002 showed that
Alternative N3 would add 2.9 miles of
travel distance to Route 1 through-traffic
compared to 1.0 mile of travel distance for
Alternative N2. This extra distance would
add approximately 4 minutes of travel
time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
Alternative N3 would be 5.5 miles longer than Alternative N2. Alternative N3
would require acquisition of 250 acres in
right-of-way compared to the 90 acres required by Alternative N2. Alternative N3
would cost $99 million compared to $60

					

million to $70 million for Alternative N2
(2006 dollars). Alternative N3 would have
a greater impact on the natural environment than Alternative N2. Supplemental
data available in 2002 substantiated the
Stage I dismissal. Alternative N3 would
have more impact than Alternative N2
on the following resources: farmlands (11
acres versus 2 acres), privately held conservation lands (13 acres versus 6 acres),
forested wetlands (4.5 acres versus 2.7
acres), and deer-wintering areas (40 acres
versus 0 acre). Alternative N3 would cross
the southern portion of the MNAP Lower
Sheepscot Tidal Marsh Focus Area, a waters of the U.S. not impacted by Alternative
N2 or any other build alternatives retained
for further consideration.
Alternative N4
Conclusion: Construction costs of an
extraordinary magnitude; results in
unacceptable and severe adverse social,
economic, or other environmental impact.
Alternatives N4, N4a, and N4b were
dismissed from further consideration for
the same reasons: length, cost, and natural environmental impacts. Alternative
N4 is financially impracticable because
it would be extraordinarily costly, an estimated $222 million compared to $60
million to $70 million for Alternative N2
(2006 dollars). Contributing factors to
the extraordinary costs would include the
15 miles of new controlled-access roadway, a new or reconfigured interchange
on Interstate 295, and additional bridg-

es, including a new bridge across the
Kennebec River. Alternative N4, although
it would provide a new connection between Interstate 295 and the Mid-Coast
Region, would only partially satisfy traffic congestion needs in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb because it would not serve as
a bypass route for many shorter-distance
trips on Route 1. Alternative N4 is more
than 10 miles longer than Alternative N2
and would require acquisition of more
than 350 acres in right-of-way compared
to 90 acres required by Alternative N2. As
a result, the natural environmental impact of Alternative N4 would be greater
than Alternative N2.
Alternative N5
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternative N5 would fail to satisfy the
community character need and would have
an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic
District. Alternative N5 would create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the Wiscasset waterfront, deadend Main Street from the Davey Bridge to
draw Route 1 through-trips to the bypass,
bisect Wiscasset Village neighborhoods,
sever two Wiscasset Village streets (i.e.,
Churchill Street and Hodge Street), and
use a portion of the NRHP-listed Captain
George Scott House property. These impacts would be avoided by Alternative
N6. Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative
N5 would displace at least one additional
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property known to be eligible for listing
on the NRHP. Alternative N5 would only
partially meet safety concerns because it
does not improve safety conditions at all
HCLs and does not provide a consistent
rural highway speed for Route 1 throughtraffic.
Alternative N6
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternatives N6 and N6a were dismissed from further consideration for the
same reasons. Alternative N6 would fail
to satisfy the community-character need
and would have an adverse effect on the
Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative
N6 would bisect Wiscasset Village neighborhoods, create a visual and physical
barrier between the Wiscasset Historic
District and the waterfront, and deadend Main Street at the Davey Bridge.
Supplemental information available in
2007 indicates that Alternative N6 would
displace at least three properties known
to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.
Alternative N6 would only partially meet
safety concerns because it does not address all HCLs and does not provide a
consistent rural highway speed for Route
1 through-traffic.
Alternative N7
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternative N7 would be longer and
more costly than Alternative N6 with-

out increased advantages. Alternative N7
would be a redundant alternative because
it is similar to Alternative N8d. Alternative
N7 would fail to satisfy the communitycharacter need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic
District. Alternative N7 would create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the waterfront, dead-end Main
Street at the Davey Bridge, and use a portion of the NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail
and Museum property. Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that
Alternative N7 would displace at least two
additional properties known to be eligible
for listing on the NRHP. Alternative N7
would only partially meet safety concerns
because it does not improve safety conditions at all HCLs and does not provide a
consistent rural highway speed for Route
1 through-traffic.
Alternative N8a
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternative N8a would fail to satisfy the
community-character need and would
have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset
Historic District. Alternative N8a would
create a visual and physical barrier between the NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail
and Museum and the Wiscasset Historic
District, and displace at least four properties now known to be eligible for listing
on the NRHP. Alternative N8a would also
impact an eelgrass bed in the Sheepscot
River, which provides habitat for Atlantic
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salmon and shortnose sturgeon, both endangered species. All other build alternatives retained for further consideration
would avoid this impact. Alternative N8a
fails to meet the community-character
need and has adverse effects on Wiscasset
Village by bisecting its neighborhoods.
Alternative N8b
Conclusion: Results in unacceptable and
severe adverse social, economic, or other
environmental impacts.
Alternative N8b, similar to Alternative
N8c on the Wiscasset side of the
Sheepscot River, was dismissed in favor
of Alternative N8c because it would offer no advantages to Alternative N8c and
would have more right-of-way impacts
in Edgecomb. Supplemental information
available in 2007 indicates that Alternative
N8b would have nine more right-of-way
displacements than Alternative N8c.
Alternative N8d
Conclusion: Does not meet purpose and
need.
Alternative N8d would fail to satisfy the
community-character need and would
have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset
Historic District. Alternative N8d would
create a visual and physical barrier between the Wiscasset Historic District and
the waterfront, dead-end Main Street at
the Davey Bridge, and use portions of the
NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail and Museum
and Captain George Scott House properties. Alternative N8d would only partially

meet safety concerns because it does not
address all HCLs and does not provide a
consistent rural highway speed for Route
1 through-traffic.

Wiscasset Primary School. Alternatives
retained for further consideration require
no property from the school.

Alternative N9
Conclusion: Results in unacceptable and
severe adverse social, economic, or other
environmental impacts.
Route 1 through-traffic would travel 0.7
mile more in distance to use Alternative
N9 than Alternative N2. Longer travel distance would also add travel time
and make Alternative N9 less effective
than Alternative N2 in reducing Route
1 through-traffic and congestion in
Wiscasset Village. This extra distance
would add approximately 1 minute of travel time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
Alternative N9 would be 1.7 miles longer
than Alternative N2 and have the following effects: Alternative N9 would require
acquisition of 140 acres in right-of-way
compared to the 90 acres required by
Alternative N2. Alternative N9 would cost
more than $10 million more than the $60
million to $70 million for Alternative N2
(2006 dollars). Alternative N9 would have
a greater impact on the natural environment than Alternative N2. Alternative N9
would have more impact than Alternative
N2 on the following resources: farmlands
(6 acres versus 2 acres), forested wetlands
(3.8 acres versus 2.7 acres), and deerwintering areas (10 acres versus 0 acre).
Alternative N9 would also require the
acquisition of 2.2 acres of property from

8.5.2 Alternatives Retained for
Further Consideration
Alternatives that were retained for
additional analysis under Section 4(f )
are described herein (exhibit 8.16). The
Section 106 and 4(f ) levels of impact associated with each are summarized in exhibit 8.17.
No-build Alternative
Although the No-build Alternative
does not satisfy the purpose and need of
the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study,
Section 4(f ) requires that it be fully developed and analyzed to allow for equal
comparisons with retained build alternatives. The No-build Alternative assumes
that the existing road network would be
maintained at its current level and rehabilitated or rebuilt as required to accommodate its current capacity. Intersection
and safety improvements, such as the upgrade of the Route 1/Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb, are also included.
The ever-increasing Route 1 congestion
would lead to a greater number of conflicts between vehicular and pedestrian
traffic. The lack of a “walkable” connectivity among the individual resources in the
Wiscasset Historic District would negatively impact their current and traditional
uses and would further undermine the co-
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hesiveness that characterizes the district
as a whole. The increase in traffic would
likewise lead to an increase in noise. Route
1 traffic already has a noise impact in
Wiscasset Village. Noise-analysis results
for existing conditions show that noise
levels along Route 1 range from 61 to 70
dBA. The analysis also shows an increase
in noise levels in Wiscasset Village, with
noise levels at or above 66 dBA (i.e., the
threshold at which a noise-level impact is
reached) under the No-build Alternative
with projected 2030 traffic. These types of
impacts would have an adverse effect not
only on Wiscasset Village but also on the
NRHP-listed Wiscasset Historic District
and its individually listed and contributing resources (SHPO, 6/20/2007).

Build Alternatives
The build alternatives share N2, which
starts at Route 1 in the vicinity of Old
Bath Road and continues north and east
of Gardiner Road in Wiscasset. The differences in the build alternatives occur
between Gardiner Road and Route 1 in
Edgecomb. N2 would be constructed 20 to
30 feet below existing ground level where
it intersects with Old Bath Road, Bradford
Road, Willow Lane, and Gardiner Road.
Overpasses would be constructed to carry the existing roadways over the newly
constructed N2. Additionally, a partial interchange between Route 1 and Old Bath
Road is proposed.
The build alternatives include N2 and
would therefore each have an adverse
effect on contributing historic properties within the NRHP-listed Wiscasset
Historic District, as well as on the dis-

trict itself (SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007).
The build alternatives would bisect the
Sortwell Farm property, creating a physical barrier between the farm buildings
and adjacent field and wooded areas.
This action would substantially alter the
characteristic of the setting and feeling
that help to convey the agricultural history of Sortwell Farm; however, the agricultural significance of the farm buildings would remain (SHPO, 8/10/2006).
Approximately 6.35 acres of the existing
36 acres of the Sortwell property would
be acquired, resulting in a Section 4(f ) use
of the property.
The Sortwell Farm represents the
only farmstead in the Wiscasset Historic
District that has remained intact.
Therefore, the proposed acquisition from
the farm would constitute a Section 4(f )
use of the Wiscasset Historic District as

Exhibit 8.17 – Impacts to Resources by Alternative
Section 106 Impacts
Resource

a whole due to substantial impairment of
the contributing element because there
is no other existing farmstead within its
boundaries.
The build alternatives would bisect
the contributing property at 16 Bradford
Road, removing a portion of the grassed
and wooded area connected to the area
containing the main buildings of the
property. Approximately 0.9 acre of rightof-way would be acquired from the existing 2.54-acre lot. These actions would result in an adverse effect to the Bradford
Road property, and this acquisition would
constitute a Section 4(f ) use of the historic resource.
The SHPO raised concerns about possible noise impacts to this property (SHPO,
8/10/2006, 6/20/2007). However, the
noise analysis conducted in the area indicated at most a 1-dBA increase over the

existing Leq(h) of 54 dBA for the Bradford
Road property. The noise level at Sortwell
Farm also shows a 1-dBA increase over
its existing Leq(h) of 56 dBA (see section
4.3.2).
Alternative N2/N8c
In addition to N2, Alternative N2/N8c
would have other impacts.
At the eastern limit of N2, east of
Gardiner Road, N8c turns east, then southeast, and crosses Alna Road. Alternative
N2/N8c would be constructed approximately 25 feet below Alna Road, and an
overpass would carry the existing roadway over the new one. A new bridge, approximately 4,150 feet long, would be
required to cross the western portion
of the Sheepscot River to Davis Island.
The intervening railroad would likewise
be spanned with adequate clearance for

Alternative

No-Build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset Historic District

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

Nickels–Sortwell House

adverse effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

Sortwell Farm

no effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

16 Bradford Road

no effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

adverse effect

Sheepscot River Bridge

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

adverse effect

no adverse effect

Wiscasset Jail and Museum

no effect

conditional no adverse effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

no effect

Section 4(f) Impacts
Resource

Alternative
No-Build

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2h/N2f-2

N2/N2h

N2/N2a/N2h

Wiscasset Historic District

no use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

Nickels–Sortwell House

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

Sortwell Farm

no use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

16 Bradford Road

no use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

use of historic property

Sheepscot River Bridge

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

Wiscasset Jail and Museum

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property

no use of historic property
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trains to pass underneath. Alternative
N2/N8c would connect with Route 1 at an
intersection near the existing MaineDOT
maintenance facility on Davis Island.
Approximately 1,000 feet of Route 1 would
be reconstructed to accommodate the
new connection to Route 1. Additionally,
the existing Route 1/Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb would be improved, as
described in the No-build Alternative.
Alternative N2/N8c would have an
effect on the setting and feeling of the
Wiscasset Historic District due to the visual and auditory changes resulting from
the proximity and design of the proposed roadway at the northeast corner
of the district and the construction of a
new bridge across the Sheepscot River.
Approximately 2 acres of land would be
acquired from the northeast corner of the
Wiscasset Historic District to accommodate the proposed roadway. Nonetheless, it
has been determined that Alternative N2/
N8c would result in no additional adverse
effect to the Wiscasset Historic District
and any contributing architectural property in it (SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007).
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use of
the Wiscasset Historic District.
In addition to the adverse effect of N2,
Alternative N2/N8c would have no additional adverse effect to the Wiscasset Jail
and Museum, provided that the embankment of the westerly approach to the new
Sheepscot River bridge is planted with
trees. The new plantings would minimize
the visibility of the roadway from the

Wiscasset Jail and Museum and reestablish the existing vegetated conditions in
the area. There is no Section 4(f ) use of
the Wiscasset Jail and Museum property.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
In addition to N2, Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 would have no other impacts.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 was previously referred to as N2/N2F during the
corridor-planning stages of this study.
From the eastern limit of N2 east of
Gardiner Road, this alternative continues
north and east, crossing over Alna Road.
An overpass, approximately 25 feet in
height, would be constructed to carry the
new roadway over Alna Road. Three new
bridges over water would be required with
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1. A new bridge,
approximately 600 feet long, would be required to cross the northern portion of
Polly Clark Cove. A second bridge would
be required to span the railroad tracks at
Clark Point, with adequate clearance for
trains, and continue across the Sheepscot
River to Edgecomb. The length of this
bridge would be approximately 1,600 feet.
A third bridge, approximately 250 feet
long, would be required to cross an inlet
to a small cove in Edgecomb. Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1 connects with Route 1 in
Edgecomb via a partial interchange with
Route 27. Part of Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 would cross over Route 27, requiring approximately 1,800 feet of Route 27
to be reconstructed.

In addition to the adverse effect of N2,
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would have no
additional effect on historic architectural
properties (SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007).
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use of
properties under Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-1 other than N2.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
In addition to N2, Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-2 would have no other impacts.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 is a modification of the previous Alternative N2/
N2h/N2f-1. West of Engelbrekt Road, in
Edgecomb, Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
turns east and follows the same alignment
as N2h to Route 1 near Atlantic Highway
in Edgecomb. It would be constructed
approximately 20 feet below the existing
Engelbrekt Road, and an overpass would
carry the existing roadway over the new
one. It would connect with Route 1 east
of the intersection with Atlantic Highway.
It would be constructed approximately 10
feet below the intersection of Route 27
and Cross Road and would require that
nearly 750 feet of Route 27 and 700 feet
of Cross Road be reconstructed to accommodate the new roadway.
In addition to the adverse effect of N2,
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would have no
additional effect on historic architectural
properties (SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007).
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use of
properties under Alternative N2/N2h/
N2f-2 other than N2.

					

Alternative N2/N2h
In addition to N2, Alternative N2/N2h
would have other impacts.
N2h of Alternative N2/N2h begins at
the eastern limit of N2 east of Gardiner
Road, continues north and east, and crosses Alna Road. An overpass, approximately
25 feet in height, would be constructed to
carry the new roadway over Alna Road.
Two new bridges would be required along
N2h. A new bridge, approximately 600
feet long, would be required to cross the
northern portion of Polly Clark Cove. A
second bridge would be required to span
the railroad tracks at Clark Point, with adequate clearance for trains, and continue
across the Sheepscot River to Edgecomb.
The length of this bridge would be approximately 2,200 feet and would parallel the steel-truss railroad bridge across
the Sheepscot River. It would then travel
south and connect with Route 1 east of
the intersection with Atlantic Highway. It
would cross approximately 30 feet above
Route 1 and approximately 10 feet under
the intersection of Route 27 and Cross
Road in Edgecomb. To accommodate the
new roadway, nearly 750 feet of Route 27
and 700 feet of Cross Road would need to
be reconstructed.
The new roadway would be both vertically and horizontally offset from the
existing NRHP-eligible railroad bridge.
The right-of-way of the proposed roadway would abut the right-of-way of the
existing bridge. From a vertical perspective, the centerline of the new roadway

would be located approximately 16 feet
above the elevation of the railroad track.
Efforts were made to lower the elevation
of the proposed roadway to bring it level
with the railroad tracks, but the roadway
would have been too steep for safe travel.
In addition to the adverse effect of N2,
Alternative N2/N2h would result in an
additional adverse effect to the NRHPeligible railroad bridge that crosses the
Sheepscot River. “Although there [would]
be no direct physical impact on this structure, the new highway bridge that would be
constructed parallel to and on the downstream side of it [would] alter the setting
and feeling of the historic railroad bridge”
(SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007). Although
there is an adverse effect to the railroad
bridge, there is no additional Section 4(f )
use of properties under Alternative N2/
N2h other than those already identified
for N2.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
In addition to N2, Alternative N2/N2a/
N2h would have other impacts.
N2a/N2h of Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
begins at the eastern limit of N2, east of
Gardiner Road, continues north and east,
crossing both West Alna Road and Alna
Road. Overpasses, approximately 25 feet
in height, would be constructed to carry
the new roadway over both West Alna
Road and Alna Road. Two new bridges
would be required along N2a/N2h of this
alternative. A new bridge, approximately 500 feet long, would be required to
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cross the northern portion of Polly Clark
Cove. A second bridge, approximately
700 feet long, would be required to span
the Sheepscot River north of the steeltruss railroad bridge. The existing railroad
would likewise be spanned with adequate
clearance for trains to pass underneath.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would travel
south and connect with Route 1 east of
the intersection with Atlantic Highway in
Edgecomb. It would cross approximately
30 feet above Route 1 and 10 feet under
the intersection of Route 27 and Cross
Road in Edgecomb. To accommodate the
new roadway, nearly 750 feet of Route 27
and 700 feet of Cross Road would need to
be reconstructed.
Other than the adverse effect of N2,
N2a/N2h of Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
would have no additional adverse effect on historic architectural properties
(SHPO, 8/10/2006, 6/20/2007). There is
no additional Section 4(f ) use of properties under Alternative N2/N2a/N2h other
than those identified for N2.

8.6 Measures to Minimize Harm
N2
N2 is common to all build alternatives
and provides the northerly link between
Route 1 and Route 27 in Wiscasset. The
exact placement of the corridor itself is
the result of avoidance and minimization efforts that occurred during the initial analysis phases of the study. Moving
N2 farther east than its current location

would move the alignment closer to the
heart of the Wiscasset Historic District
and tend to increase community impacts.
Moving N2 farther west would reduce
the effectiveness of a bypass to the point
where it would fail to meet purpose and
need. To move N2 farther west would require going west of the primary and high
school properties in an effort to minimize impacts to community and natural
resources. In doing so, the alignment of
N2 would become longer and more circuitous. In addition, alternatives farther
west would have higher costs and greater
environmental impacts (see Chapter 2).
Alternatives N1, N3, and N4 were all located farther west than N2 and were dismissed for all of these reasons.
Variations of the N2 corridor alignment,
N2e and N2g, were combined to create
the current N2. N2e provided a shorter,
more northerly connection to Route 1 in
Wiscasset, whereas N2g provided a greater distance separation between the alignment and Sortwell Farm.
A smaller-scale readjustment of the
roadway to the west was explored in an effort to avoid impacting the Sortwell Farm
property and the two contributing properties in the Wiscasset Historic District
(i.e., Properties 190 and 191). However,
the horizontal and vertical grades in the
area made such a move impractical. A
change in the horizontal geometry to
“loop” the roadway around the western
end of the Sortwell Farm property would
require a horizontal curve exceeding the
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design criteria, thereby creating an unsafe condition. Likewise, a westerly shift
would significantly impact the vertical
alignment and would require a considerable amount of regrading at both the
Willow Lane and Gardiner Road crossings. Furthermore, such a shift would impact both the Wiscasset primary and high
schools, resulting in a loss of community recreational facilities. Finally, a westerly shift would result in a direct impact
on a small stream parallel to the proposed
alignment. The current design allows for
the stream to remain in its existing channel west of the proposed roadway and to
be conveyed under Willow Lane through
a culvert. The shift would locate the proposed roadway along the existing streambed, resulting in difficulties in conveying
roadway runoff and diverting the existing
stream around the proposed roadway. The
stream diversion would involve additional
excavation and impacts, both of which are
activities regulated by the USACE and the
MDEP.
Because the local topography does not
allow for avoidance, efforts were made to
minimize impacts to the Sortwell Farm
property. The proposed alignment of N2
was moved approximately 200 feet to
the west along Willow Lane to increase
the distance between the Sortwell Farm
buildings and the proposed roadway.
Although the proposed roadway would
still segment the Sortwell Farm property,
access to both portions of the property
would remain via Willow Street. The ex-

isting roadway elevation would remain at
its current level in front of Properties 190
and 191. Some grading would be required
on the Sortwell Farm property to accommodate a new overpass at Willow Lane.
The new elevation of Willow Lane would
be about 5 feet above the existing grade in
this area.
N2 would also cross under Bradford
Road. The presence of a hill north of
Bradford Road played a major role in determining where the proposed roadway
could be located. There are several homes
along this portion of Bradford Road, and
efforts were made to minimize unavoidable impacts. Under the proposed design,
only one Bradford Road residence would
be displaced (i.e., taken). Other build-alternative designs required two to four
residential displacements along Bradford
Road.
N2 was placed as far away from the
house on 16 Bradford Road as possible.
The proposed right-of-way was also narrowed in this area from a standard 125
feet to less than 100 feet from centerline.
The existing roadway elevation would remain the same along the front of the 16
Bradford Road property, and trees would
be planted to minimize the impact on the
existing treeline.
In addition to the avoidance and minimization measures considered previously, proposed measures to minimize harm
and mitigate the adverse impacts of N2
include the following:

•

•

A detailed Maine Historic Building
Recordation of the Sortwell Farm
property, including the associated
cultural landscape. This would be
a well-researched and documented
history of the farm and its associated buildings and landscape. In addition to filing the original copy of the
documentation with MHPC, copies
would be prepared for the Wiscasset
Public Library and the Lincoln County
Historical Association.
In consultation with the MHPC
and the Lincoln County Historical
Association, a booklet would be compiled describing the various architectural resources in the Wiscasset
Historic District.

N2 would result in a Section 4(f ) use of
the Sortwell Farm, the Wiscasset Historic
District, and 16 Bradford Road.
Alternative N2/N8c
Other than the adverse effect of N2,
Alternative N2/N8c would have no additional adverse effect on historic properties, provided that the embankment of
the western approach to the new bridge
is planted with trees. This would minimize the visibility of the roadway from the
Wiscasset Jail and Museum on Federal
Street and reestablish the existing vegetated conditions in this area.
Alternative N2/N8c would require the
acquisition of 2 acres of land in the northeast corner of the Wiscasset Historic
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District. However, because that acquisition involves property from noncontributing elements of the district, there is no additional Section 4(f ) use of the Wiscasset
Historic District. N2 of Alternative N2/
N8c would result in a Section 4(f ) use of
the Sortwell Farm, the Wiscasset Historic
District, and 16 Bradford Road.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use
of historic properties by the N2h/N2f-1
portion of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1. N2
of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would result in a Section 4(f ) use of the Sortwell
Farm, Wiscasset Historic District, and 16
Bradford Road.

of the railroad tracks. Efforts were made
to lower the elevation of the proposed
roadway to bring it level with the railroad
tracks, but the roadway would have been
too steep for safe travel.
Proposed mitigation for the adverse impacts of N2h includes recordation of the railroad bridge according to
Maine Historic Engineering Recordation
standards prior to the construction of
Alternative N2/N2h.
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use
of historic properties by the N2h portion
of Alternative N2/N2h. N2 of Alternative
N2/N2h would result in a Section 4(f ) use
of the Sortwell Farm, Wiscasset Historic
District, and 16 Bradford Road.

Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use
of historic properties by the N2h/N2f-2
portion of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2. N2
of Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-2 would result in a Section 4(f ) use of the Sortwell
Farm, Wiscasset Historic District, and 16
Bradford Road.

Alternative N2/N2a/N2h
There is no additional Section 4(f ) use
of historic properties by the N2a/N2h
portion of Alternative N2/N2a/N2h. N2
of Alternative N2/N2a/N2h would result in a Section 4(f ) use of the Sortwell
Farm, Wiscasset Historic District, and 16
Bradford Road.

Alternative N2/N2h
The N2h portion of Alternative N2/
N2h would be both vertically and horizontally offset from the existing NRHPeligible railroad bridge. The right-of-way
of the proposed roadway would abut the
right-of-way of the existing bridge. From
a vertical perspective, the centerline of
the new roadway would be located approximately 16 feet above the elevation

8.7 Coordination
September 14, 1998
SHPO memo identifying the railroad
bridge as an NRHP-eligible structure.
June 12, 2000
Interagency meeting: The MHPC participated in this meeting, the second interagency meeting for which the scoping

of the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
was discussed. The MaineDOT described
trials of traffic modifications planned for
the summer of 2000.
July 10, 2001
Interagency meeting: The first alternatives-screening report was presented
and reviewed. The MHPC was in attendance and concurred with the proposal
to dismiss tunnel alternatives, outermost
northern alternatives, and the S1 southern
alignment from further consideration.
April 11, 2002
SHPO memo indicating opposition to
N5 and N6 because of significant adverse
impacts to Wiscasset Historic District.
Also discusses possible impacts to the
Wiscasset Historic District and contributing resources from N2, requests that the
No-build Alternative be more fully evaluated, and recommends that the potential
impact to historic properties be more accurately conveyed.
April 11, 2002
MHPC memo requesting that the impacts of the No-build Alternative on historic properties be evaluated in greater
detail.
May 14, 2002
Interagency meeting: The alternatives
recommended in the Stage II screening
report and their potential impacts were
reviewed. The MHPC was in attendance

					

and provided input regarding impacts to
the Wiscasset Historic District.
July 9, 2002
Interagency meeting: Refinements to
Alternatives N2, N6, N8c, and N8d were
presented. The MHPC was in attendance
and agreed that Alternative N6 should
be dismissed because of impacts to the
Wiscasset Historic District.
August 13, 2002
Interagency meeting: Field visit to view
alternative locations. The MHPC was in
attendance.
September 3, 2002
Interagency meeting to discuss the
range of alternatives to be considered in
the DEIS.
The MHPC was in attendance and
agreed that Alternative N8d should be
dismissed because of its adverse impacts
to the Wiscasset Historic District.
November 12, 2002
Interagency meeting to discuss the differences between Alternatives N2/N2h
and N2a/N2h. The MHPC requested
more information about the visual impacts of alternatives on the NRHP-eligible
railroad bridge.
July 26, 2005
SHPO memo confirming that despite
recent fire damage, the Sortwell Farm
property retained sufficient integrity to

justify its continuing status as a contributing element to the Wiscasset Historic
District.
February 2006
The FHWA initiated consultation with
the Aroostook Band of Micmacs, the
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians, the
Passamaquoddy Tribe, and the Penobscot
Nation between February 1 and 14, 2006.
Consultation was initiated with written
invitations to consult after a preliminary
telephone call to each tribe.
March 2006
Follow-up telephone discussions were
held with each tribe in March 2006 by the
FHWA. All of the tribal contacts indicated
that there were no known historic sites of
cultural and religious significance to their
respective tribes within the Wiscasset
APE. The FHWA will apprise the tribes of
any findings.
April 10, 2006
Identification and description of
NRHP-eligible Properties 190 and 191
in Wiscasset and Properties 141-0006
and 141-0007 in Edgecomb (K. Mohney,
MHPC personal communication).
May 25, 2006
Signed MOA allowing for phased archeological identification and evaluation
during the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation
portion of the study, with the stipulation
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that all archeological work and reports
would be finalized for the FEIS.
May 25, 2006
Advisory
Council
on
historic
Preservation (ACHP) concurrence with
the MOA and overall consultation process to date, and notification of its choice
not to participate in consultation for the
project at this time.
August 10, 2006
Memo from SHPO outlining level of effect for architectural properties for each
alternative: N2, adverse effect; N2f-1, no
effect; N2f-2, no effect; N2h, adverse effect; N2a/N2h, no adverse effect; N8c,
conditional no adverse effect.
August 25, 2006
Identification and description of
NRHP-eligible property at 16 Bradford
Road (K. Mohney, MHPC personal communication) .
October 13, 2006
Interim archeology report from MHPC
stating that there are no NRHP-eligible or
-listed archeological sites that are important to preserve in place at this time.

8.8 References
Memoranda
Advisor y Council on Historic
P r e s e r v a t i o n , 2006. Memorandum
to
Maine
Federal
Highway

Administration. Subject: Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study, Adverse Effect
Notification, Draft Memorandum
of Agreement; dated May 25, 2006.
(Concurrence with MOA and overall
consultation process to date; declines
to participate at this time.)
Federal Highway Administation, Maine
Division, 2006. Memorandum to
the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. Subject: Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study, a National
Environmental
Policy
Act
Transportation Study in Wiscasset and
Edgecomb, Lincoln County, Maine,
Memorandum of Agreement; dated
March 24, 2006. (Invitation to ACHP
to participate in MOA and project.)
Maine Department of Transportation,
2007. Memorandum to State Historic
Preservation Officer. Subject: Section
106 request for concurrence; dated
June 18, 2007. (Request for written
concurrence with determinations of
effect for retained alternatives and alternatives dismissed on the basis of
Section 106 impacts.)
State Historic Preservation Officer, 1998.
Memorandum to Maine Department of
Transportation. Subject: Brunswick to
Rockland Railroad, National Register
Eligibility Assessment of Bridges; dated September 14, 1998. (Identifying
Sheepscot River Bridge, No. 50.49

152 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 			

railroad bridge, as an NRHP-eligible
structure.)

dismissed on the basis of Section 106
impacts.)

State Historic Preservation Officer, 2002.
Memorandum to Maine Department
of Transportation. Subject: Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study, PIN 7991.00;
dated April 11, 2002. (Opposition to
N5 and N6; concern with N2; request
for additional evaluation of No-build
Alternative.)

Reports and Publications
Beard, F. A., and Smith, B. A. 1982. Maine’s
Historic Places: Properties on the
National Register of Historic Places.
Camden, ME: Downeast Books; pp.
253–257.

State Historic Preservation Officer, 2005.
Memorandum to Maine Department
of Transportation. Subject: PIN
7991.00, Sortwell Farm Survey and
Boundary, Wiscasset, MHPC #055500; dated July 26, 2005. (Sortwell Farm
retains NRHP integrity despite recent
fire damage.)
State Historic Preservation Officer, 2006.
Memorandum to Maine Department
of Transportation. Subject: PIN
7991.00, Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study, Wiscasset, MHPC #0555-00;
dated August 10, 2006. (Levels of effect for architectural resources.)
State Historic Preservation Officer, 2007.
Memorandum to Maine Department
of Transportation. Subject: PIN
7991.00, Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study, Wiscasset, MHPC #0555-00;
dated June 21, 2007. (Concurrence
with determinations of effect for retained alternatives and alternatives

DiPerri, G. 2000. Wiscasset Historic
District Survey, conducted under
the direction of the Maine Historic
Preservation Commission, Summer/
Fall 2000. Original survey forms and
maps are on file at the MHPC.
Maine Historic Preservation Commission,
2006. Summary Report of Phase I/II
Archeological Survey of the Wiscasset
Transportation Study, PIN 7991.00,
dated October 13, 2006.
Memoranda of Agreement
Memorandum of Agreement between the
Federal Highway Administration and
the Maine State Historic Preservation
Officer, with Maine Department of
Transportation as a concurring party, regarding the Wiscasset Route
1 Corridor Study, Lincoln County,
Maine; dated May 25, 2006. (For
phased archeological work.)
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121, 130, 142.

architectural resources: 121, 150, 152.
Atlantic salmon: s7, 42, 48-49, 56, 60-61, 96,
113, 146, A14.

commitment: 16, 86, 115.

community character: s3, s6, 11, 99-100,
143-145, A3, A7-A8, A11.

community facilities: 74, 108.
congestion: s1, s3-s4, s6, 1, 4-5, 8, 11, 15-20, 23,
27, 69-70, 96, 99-115, 125, 135-136, 143-146,
A3, A5-A8, A11, A15, A18, A22.

construction: s3-s4, s6-s9, 14-24, 27-28, 32,
38, 40-43, 46, 49, 74, 85-88, 92-96, 99-100, 108121, 129-130, 143-145, 149, 151, A3-A8, A11A15, A18-A22

cultural resources: s4, 18-20, 77, 109, 124,
126-127.

cumulative effects: 15, 86, 115-117, 125, 130.
deer-wintering: 54, 91, 125, 143-146, A4-A6,
A11, A15.

demographics: 110, 111.
economic resources: 103, 130.
employment: 18, 69, 82, 103, 112.
endangered species: 58, 61, 96, 129, 146, 153,
A14.

environmental justice: 14, 82, 83, 112, 159.
farmland soils: 44, 85-86.
fisheries: 43, 61, 88.
floodplains: 46, 48, 87, 117, 119.
groundwater: 46, 52, 74, 77, 87.
habitat: s7, 16, 42-43, 46, 49, 52, 54-58, 60, 86,
88-96, 113, 116-121, 125, 143-146, 156, A4,
A11, A14.

hazardous materials: 77.
high crash locations: s3, 11.

historic district: 13, 65, 79, 143, 144.
historic resources: s8, 70, 77, 142.
housing: s6-s8, 74, 81, 103, 106-108, 119-120.
human environment: s9, 13-16, 19, 85-86,
114.

inland waterfowl and wading-bird habitat: 54.
Inspection: 40.
labor force: 81-82, 110.
land use: 13, 15, 17, 70, 102, 105, 115, 117, 130.
minority: 82-83, 110-113.
mitigation: 14, 16, 40, 85, 91, 113, 121-125,
129-130, 151.

natural communities: 60.
noise: 43, 61-65, 91, 95-99, 108-109, 113-114,
148.

parking: s1-s3, 1, 5, 15-19, 63, 66, 69, 99-100,
110-111, 126, 136, 143-144, A3, A7

parks: s8, 48, 80, 97, 110, 135, 143.
permits: 1, 4, 14-20.
population: 60, 67, 80-85, 96, 103, 110-115.
purpose and need: 1, 13, 123, 125-126, 143-

secondary impacts: 115, 117.
Section 4(f): s1, s8, 1, 13-14, 16, 80, 97, 121,

water resources: 46, 86, 114.
wetlands: s6, 4, 14, 16, 20, 43-46, 48-58, 70, 89,

125, 127, 130-131, 135, 142-143, 146-149, 150-

91-92, 105-106, 115, 117, 119-121, 125, 129-

151.

130, 144-146, 157, A5, A6, A11, A12-A13, A15,

Section 106: s8, 16, 77, 109, 130, 142, 146, 152,
155.

sediment: 52
sewer: 119-120.
significant habitat: 54.
soils: 43-44, 49, 77, 85-86, 88.
stormwater: 86, 87, 114, 117, 119.
STPA: 14, 17-18
sturgeon: s7, 42, 49, 60-61, 96, 113, 146, 155,

117.

TDM: 5, 11, 17-18, 23, 27, 67, 136, A3, A11, A18,
A22.

threatened species: 129.
traffic: s1-s9, 1, 4-5, 8, 11, 13-24, 27-28, 34, 4143, 63, 66-70, 82, 91, 95-117, 123-126, 129, 135136, 143-148, 151, A3-A8, A11-A15, A18-A22.

tribal lands: 85.
TSM: 5, 11, 17-18, 23, 27, 67, 124, 126, 136, 143,
A3, A11, A18, A22.

safety: s1-s6, s9, 1, 4, 11, 17-23, 41, 63, 67, 69, 74,

vegetation: 49, 52, 70, 88, 91, 107, 109, 117,

143-146, A3, A7-A8, A11, A13-A14, A19, A22.

scoping: s9, 14, 108, 123-126, 151

117, 120, 125, 129, 135, 143, A4.

surface water: 46, 70, 86-87, 105-106, 113,

Rockland Branch: 13, 66.

99-104, 108, 111, 115, 123-124, 126, 135-136,

wildlife: s8, 16, 43, 49, 52-58, 60, 80, 91, 95, 114,

A14.

uncontrolled petroleum and hazardous
wastes: 74.
utilities: 40, 74, 81-82.

146, 150.

A19.

120-121, 135.

vernal pools: 54, 56, 92-93, 114, 125.
water quality: 16-17, 86-87, 117, 154.
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Appendix A
Key:

= Yes

= No

STAGE I ALTERNATIVES
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

No-build

Upgrade

USACE
Purpose

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

• Consists of no new roadway construction or other measures
to increase capacity or decrease demand on Route 1 (except
connected actions and TSM/TDM measures listed in exhibit
2.1). The No-build Alternative would include long-term traffic operational improvements to the Route 1 and Boothbay
Road intersection in Edgecomb.

• Consists of a mile or more of new travel lanes to increase
Route 1 capacity through Wiscasset Village. A five-lane arterial would be needed in Wiscasset Village to provide the capacity to serve existing and future traffic volumes on Route 1
and provide turn lanes necessary at intersections for turning
traffic and side-street connectivity.

				

Safety
Concerns

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

Although the No-build Alternative satisfies neither the study purpose and needs nor the
USACE’s basic project purpose, it was retained for further consideration. (The No-build
Alternative fails to address the worsening traffic congestion, safety, and community character issues in Wiscasset Village). The No-build Alternative and its consequences allow equal
comparison to the build alternatives and help decision-makers understand the consequences of taking no action.

Dismissed in
Stage I

• The Upgrade Alternative would not satisfy the study purpose and needs and the USACE’s
basic project purpose because it would fail to satisfy the needs for improved safety and
protection of the community character of Wiscasset Village.
• Of the alternatives, the Upgrade Alternative would result in the greatest level of adverse
impact to the village portion of the Wiscasset Historic District.
• The Upgrade Alternative would result in a greater acquisition of property afforded protection under Section 4(f ) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 than other alternatives retained for further consideration.
• The Upgrade Alternative would fail to meet the community character need because it
would require the construction of a five-lane roadway through Wiscasset Village to accommodate existing and future Route 1 traffic volumes, affecting Wiscasset Village more negatively than the No-build Alternative and build alternatives. The results of a five-lane configuration would be:
xx the removal of parking on Route 1, which would reduce the availability of convenient
parking for Route 1 businesses, potentially affecting the Wiscasset Village economy
xx the acquisition of properties in Wiscasset Village for additional Route 1 right-of-way
xx the further division of Wiscasset Village as Route 1 traffic volumes on Route 1 increase
and impede the pedestrian and local vehicular traffic necessary to the functioning of
the village
xx the aesthetic dehgradation of Wiscasset Village by situating a modern five-lane highway in the nineteenth-century village setting
• The Upgrade Alternative would fail to satisfy the need for safety concern because it
would:
xx not provide consistent travel speed for the safe movement of Route 1 through-traffic
xx not address the consequences of growth in Route 1 traffic volumes through Wiscasset
Village, thereby allowing the conflicts between Route 1 through-traffic and local pedestrians and vehicular traffic to increase
• The effectiveness of an upgrade at relieving traffic congestion would be limited due to
the short distance to merge traffic from a five-lane cross-section on Route 1 to a two-lane
roadway on the Davey Bridge. (A distance of 400 feet exists between the railroad-grade
crossing near Water Street and the Davey Bridge abutment. To minimize the effect of transitioning between a five-lane Route 1 and a two-lane Davey Bridge, the Davey Bridge may
require structural modification or widening.)

Community
Character
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Appendix A
Key:

= Yes

= No
What was
the outcome?

Why?

• Consists of approximately 5.5 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Offers travel time savings for through-travelers on Route 1.
• Shortens the trip by 1.5 miles for Route 1 traffic from the south with
destinations in Boothbay Harbor and elsewhere on Boothbay Road.
(Including S1a) • Alternative S1a only: Follows Boothbay Road in a northern direction to Route 1, reducing the amount of roadway mileage on new
alignment to approximately 3.5 miles, with 1.3 miles of upgrading
on Boothbay Road.

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternatives S1 and S1a were dismissed from further consideration because
Alternative S2 would affect fewer resources and cost less than S1 or S1a.
• Alternative S1 has disadvantages compared to Alternative S2 in terms of cost and
environmental impact.
xx Alternative S1 would cost $152 million, compared to $124 million for Alternative
S2 (2006 dollars) because it would have involved lengthy elevated structures
over the Sheepscot River, Cowseagan Narrows, and Cushman Cove, whereas
Alternative S2 would avoid Cushman Cove.
xx Alternative S1 would have more impact on wildlife habitat than Alternative S2
because it would impact a deer-wintering area on Cushman Hill, a hemlock
slope forest along Cushman Cove, softshell-clam habitat in Cushman Cove, and
marine-worm harvest areas in the Sheepscot River, which would be avoided
by Alternative S2. Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that
Alternative S1 would have a greater impact than Alternative S2 on the hemlock
slope forest (4 acres vs. 0 acres), softshell-clam habitat (5 acres vs. 2 acres), and
marine-worm harvest areas (2 acres vs. 0 acres). The impact to deer-wintering
areas would be more than 20 acres, compared to none for build alternatives still
under consideration.
• Alternative S1a would have environmental impacts and costs similar to those described above.

• Consists of 5.5 to 7 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new
location.
• Offers travel time savings for through-travelers on Route 1.
• Alternatives S2a, S2b, S2c, and S2d are variations on how Alternative
S2 connects to Route 1 in Wiscasset.
(Including S2a,
•
Shortens the trip by 1.5 miles for traffic from the south with destinaS2b, S2c, S2d,
tions in Boothbay Harbor and elsewhere on Boothbay Road.
and S2e)
• Alternative S2e follows Boothbay Road in a northern direction to
Route 1 in Edgecomb, reducing the amount of highway mileage on
new location.

Retained for
• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs
further
of the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
consideration

Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

S1

S2

C1

(Including C1a
and C1b)

• Consists of approximately 1.5 miles of roadway and waterfront construction.
• Alternatives C1a and C1b differ adjacent to Route 1.
• Follows along an existing transportation (railroad) corridor for approximately 1.0 mile of its length.
• Does not require a new crossing of the Sheepscot River.
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PARTIALLY

Community
Character

Retained for
• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs
further
of the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
consideration

Appendix A
Key:

= Yes

= No
What was
the outcome?

Why?

• Consists of approximately 7 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Alternatives N1a, N1b, and N1c are variations on how Alternative N1
connects with Route 1 and Boothbay Road.
• Alternative N1d is a slightly southern variation of Alternative
N1 between West Alna Road in Wiscasset and Cochran Road in
(Including N1a,
Edgecomb.
N1b, N1c, and
• Provides a traffic-relief route for through-traffic during times of trafN1d)
fic congestion.
• Located outside of Wiscasset Village.
• Shortens distances by up to 0.5 mile for trips from Gardiner Road
with destinations east of the Sheepscot River.

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternatives N1, N1a, N1b, N1c, and N1d were dismissed from further consideration
for the same reasons: natural environmental impact, cost, and effectiveness.
• Route 1 through-traffic would travel more distance to use Alternative N1 than it
would to use Alternative N2. Added travel distance would add travel time and make
Alternative N1 less effective than Alternative N2 in reducing Route 1 through-traffic
and congestion in Wiscasset Village. Supplemental data available in 2002 showed
that Alternative N1 would add 2.2 miles of travel distance to Route 1 through-traffic,
compared to 1.0 mile of travel distance for Alternative N2. This extra distance would
add approximately 2 minutes of travel time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
• Alternative N1 would be 2.3 miles longer than Alternative N2 and have the following effects:
xx Alternative N1 would require acquisition of 160 acres in right-of-way compared
to the 90 acres required by Alternative N2.
xx Alternative N1 would cost $85 million, compared to $60 million to $70 million for
Alternative N2 (2006 dollars).
• Alternative N1 would have a greater impact on the natural environment than
Alternative N2. Supplemental data available in 2002 substantiated the Stage I dismissal. Alternative N1 would impact more acreage than Alternative N2 for the following resources: farmland (11 acres vs. 2 acres), privately held conservation lands
(14 acres vs. 6 acres), forested wetlands (5.4 acres vs. 2.7 acres), and deer-wintering
area (29 acres vs. 0 acres). Alternative N1 would cross the southern portion of the
Maine Natural Areas Program Lower Sheepscot Tidal Marsh Focus Area and a Water
of the U.S. not impacted by Alternative N2 or other alternatives retained for further
consideration.

• Consists of approximately 4.7 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Provides an effective northern route for Route 1 and Gardiner Road
through-traffic.
• Is 2.3 miles shorter than Alternative N1. Results in less environmental
(Including N2a)
impact to rural areas and lower cost than Alternative N1.
• Alternative N2a is a variation of Alternative N2 that is 0.5 mile longer
and located slightly farther from Wiscasset Village than Alternative
N2, crossing the Sheepscot River.

Retained for
• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs
further
of the study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
consideration

Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose

N1

N2

N2b

• Alternative N2b is a connection between Alternative N2, south of
West Alna Road, and Alternative N1d, east of Route 218.

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

Community
Character

Dismissed in
Stage I

				

• Alternative N2b would be redundant and unnecessary after the dismissal of
Alternative N1d. The combination of Alternatives N2b and N1d was nearly identical
to Alternative N2a, which was retained for further consideration.
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Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

N3

= Yes

USACE
Purpose

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

• Consists of approximately 10 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Follows electrical transmission lines for most of its length to reduce
the overall length of new corridor cut through rural land.
• Creates a limited-access road from Woolwich to Edgecomb, bypassing Wiscasset Village and the commercial area along Route 1 in
Wiscasset.

• Consists of 15 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Bypasses Route 1 from Brunswick to Wiscasset.
• N4a and N4b are variations on how N4 connects to Route 1. N4a
would follow the Wiscasset shoreline and connect to the Davey
Bridge. N4b would cross Polly Clark Cove and the Sheepscot River
(Including N4a
and connect to Route 1 in Edgecomb near Englebrekt Road.
and N4b)
• Connects Wiscasset and Edgecomb to Interstate 295 in Bowdoinham
by a route 7 miles shorter than Route 1.
• Provides traffic benefits to a larger area than other bypass alternatives.

N4
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= No

PARTIALLY

Safety
Concerns

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Route 1 through-traffic would travel more distance to use Alternative N3 than it
would to use Alternative N2. Added distance would add travel time and make
Alternative N3 less effective than Alternative N2 in reducing Route 1 through-traffic
and congestion in Wiscasset Village. Supplemental data available in 2002 showed
that Alternative N3 would add 2.9 miles of travel distance to Route 1 through-traffic,
compared to 1.0 mile of travel distance for Alternative N2. This extra distance would
add approximately 4 minutes of travel time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
• Alternative N3 would be 5.5 miles longer than Alternative N2.
xx Alternative N3 would require acquisition of 250 acres of property compared to
the 90 acres required by Alternative N2.
xx Alternative N3 would cost $99 million, compared to $60 million to $70 million for
Alternative N2 (2006 dollars).
• Alternative N3 would have a greater impact on the natural environment than
Alternative N2. Supplemental data available in 2002 substantiated the Stage I dismissal. Alternative N3 would have more impact than Alternative N2 on the following resources: farmland (11 acres vs. 2 acres), privately held conservation lands (13
acres vs. 6 acres), forested wetlands (4.5 acres vs. 2.7 acres), and deer-wintering area
(40 acres vs. 0 acres). Alternative N3 would cross the southern portion of the Maine
Natural Areas Program Lower Sheepscot Tidal Marsh Focus Area, a Water of the U.S.
not impacted by Alternative N2 or other alternatives retained for further consideration.

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternatives N4, N4a, and N4b were dismissed from further consideration for the
same reasons: length, cost, and natural environmental impact.
• Alternative N4 would be financially impracticable because it would be extraordinarily costly, an estimated $222 million, compared to $60 million to $70 million for
Alternative N2 (2006 dollars). Contributing factors to the extraordinary costs would
include the 15 miles of new controlled-access roadway, a new or reconfigured interchange on I-295, and additional bridges, including a new bridge across the Kennebec
River.
• Alternative N4, although it would provide a new connection between I-295 and the
Mid-Coast Region, would only partially satisfy traffic congestion needs in Wiscasset
and Edgecomb because it would not serve as a bypass route for many shorter-distance trips on Mid-Coast Route 1.
• Alternative N4 is more than 10 miles longer than Alternative N2 and would require
acquisition of more than 350 acres in right-of-way, compared to the 90 acres required by Alternative N2. As a result, the natural environmental impact of Alternative
N4 would be greater than Alternative N2.

Community
Character

Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

T1
and
T2

• Consists of 0.6-0.7 mile of roadway tunnel construction.
• Reduces conflicts between through-traffic and Wiscasset Village
activities without creating the surface and visual impacts of a new
above ground transportation corridor.
• Alternative T1, 0.7 mile in length, uses a cut-and-cover tunnel-construction method to place Route 1 under Route 1 in Wiscasset Village
to minimize tunneling costs.
• Alternative T2, 0.6 mile in length, uses a tunnel-boring method to reduce disruption of Wiscasset Village activities during construction of
twin tunnels (one for each direction of traffic).

T3

• Consists of approximately 0.9 mile of roadway (twin-bored) tunnel
and bridge construction.
• Eliminates conflicts between through-traffic and Wiscasset Village
activities without creating the surface and visual impacts of a new
above ground transportation corridor by tunneling under the railroad tracks and emerging through a portal in the Sheepscot River.

= Yes

USACE
Purpose

= No
Meets
needs?

Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

				

Why?

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternatives T1 and T2 would not satisfy the study purpose because they would fail
to satisfy the need to preserve community character.
• Alternatives T1 and T2 would result in an adverse effect to the Wiscasset Historic
District by creating a tunnel portal on Route 1 west of Water Street. This would alter
the visual and the aesthetic character of the district, impact pedestrian accessibility
on Route 1, and undermine the cohesiveness of the district as a whole.
• Alternatives T1 and T2 would eliminate on-street parking on Route 1, reducing the
availability of convenient parking for Route 1 businesses.
• Alternatives T1 and T2 would only partially satisfy the need to address traffic congestion because Route 1 through-traffic would still conflict with local vehicular and pedestrian traffic at Water Street.
• Alternatives T1 and T2 would fail to satisfy safety concerns because Route 1 throughtraffic would still conflict with local vehicular and pedestrian traffic crossing Route 1
at Water Street, and a difficult railroad-grade crossing would be created near the tunnel portal at Water Street.
• Alternative T1 would result in considerable disruption to Route 1 traffic flow and
Wiscasset Village activities during construction due to the cut-and-cover tunneling
method.
• Alternative T2 would be financially impracticable because it would be extraordinarily
costly, an estimated $138 million, $59 million to $74 million (2006 dollars) more than
the alternatives retained for further consideration. The major contributing factor to
the extraordinarily high cost is the high cost of tunnel boring.
• Alternatives T1 and T2 would not satisfy the USACE’s basic project purpose because
they would fail to satisfy safety concerns.

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternative T4 would be financially impracticable because it would be extraordinarily
costly. Alternative T4 would cost an estimated $400 million, more than $200 million
(2006 dollars) more than other tunnel alternatives and $322 million to $337 million
more than alternatives currently retained for further consideration.

Community
Character

PARTIALLY

PARTIALLY

What was
the outcome?

PARTIALLY
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Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

RR1, RR2,
and RR3

= Yes

• Consists of 4.5 to 9.5 miles of railroad and bridge construction on
new location.
• Eliminates conflicts between railroad traffic and Route 1 traffic in
Wiscasset Village and provides opportunity for higher-speed railroad
operations.
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USACE
Purpose

= No
Meets
needs?

Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Dismissed in
Stage I

• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 were dismissed from further consideration for the
same reasons: effectiveness and natural environmental impact.
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would not satisfy the study purpose and the USACE’s
basic project purpose because they would fail to satisfy the traffic congestion, safety
concerns, and community-character needs.
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would follow terrain that is 70 to 190 feet higher than
the 80-foot highest elevation of the existing railroad in the study area, making each
of these railroad alternatives inefficient alternatives to the existing railroad unless, at
great expense, large cuts or extensive tunnels are used to construct grades that meet
railroad-design requirements.
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would not adequately address congestion because
they would not attract enough ridership to reduce Route 1 traffic volumes and delays below current levels. (One study estimated 3% to 10% of Route 1 traffic could
be shifted to rail transportation. This is smaller than the more than 25% expected
growth in traffic by 2030.)
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would not adequately address safety concerns because they would not attract enough ridership to reduce Route 1 traffic volumes
below current levels.
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would not adequately address community character
concerns because they would not attract enough ridership to reduce Route 1 traffic
volumes below current levels.
• Alternatives RR1, RR2, and RR3 would fail to make a net improvement to the environment because their cuts and fills would have negative impacts to the natural environment.

Community
Character

Appendix A
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Key:

= Yes

= No

STAGE II ALTERNATIVES
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

No-build

USACE
Purpose

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

• Consists of no new roadway construction or other measures
to increase capacity or decrease demand on Route 1 (except
connected actions and TSM/TDM measures listed in exhibit
2.1). The No-build Alternative would include long-term traffic
operational improvements to the Route 1 at Boothbay Road
intersection in Edgecomb.

• Consists of 5.5 to 7 miles of roadway and bridge construction
on new location.
• Offers travel time savings for through-travelers on Route 1.
• Alternatives S2a, S2b, S2c, and S2d are variations on how
Alternative S2 connects to Route 1 in Wiscasset.
•
Shortens the trip by 1.5 miles for Route 1 traffic from the
(Including S2a,
south
with destinations in Boothbay Harbor and elsewhere
S2b, S2c, S2d,
on
Boothbay
Road.
and S2e)
• Alternative S2e follows Boothbay Road in a northern direction to Route 1 in Edgecomb, reducing the amount of roadway mileage on new location to approximately 4.5 miles, with
1.6 miles of upgrading on Boothbay Road.

S2

C1

(Including C1a
and C1b)

N2

• Consists of approximately 1.5 miles of roadway and waterfront construction.
• Alternatives C1a and C1b are variations on how Alternative
C1 connects to Route 1 in Wiscasset.
• Follows along an existing transportation (railroad) corridor
for approximately 1.0 mile of its length.
• Does not require additional crossing of Sheepscot River.

PARTIALLY

• Consists of approximately 4.7 miles of roadway and bridge
construction on new location.
• Provides an effective northern route for Route 1 and Gardiner
Road through-traffic.

				

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

Although the No-build Alternative satisfies neither the study purpose and needs nor the
USACE’s basic project purpose, it was retained for further consideration. (The No-build
Alternative fails to address the worsening traffic congestion, safety, and community-character issues in Wiscasset Village.) The No-build Alternative and its consequences allow equal
comparison to the build alternatives and help decision-makers understand the consequences of taking no action.

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternatives S2, S2a, S2b, S2c, S2d, and S2e were dismissed from further consideration for
the same reasons
• Alternative S2 would be financially impracticable because it would be extraordinarily costly. In 2006 dollars, Alternative S2 would cost an estimated $124 million, $50 million to $65
million more than the cost of alternatives retained for further consideration. The cost of
Alternative S2 represents six times the statewide average annual allocation of $20 million
(2006 dollars) for roadways on new location based on the three most recent two-year work
programs. Contributing factors in the extraordinarily high cost include
xx 7 miles is 2-4 miles longer than alternatives retained for further consideration
xx more than 1 mile of bridge construction, much of it high level, is necessary to preserve
deep-water navigable channels in the Sheepscot River for maritime use
• Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative S2 would incur greater impacts to the natural environment than alternatives retained for further consideration
xx 30-40 acres of impact to wetlands compared to 6-10 acres
xx 15 acres of impact to waterfowl and wading-bird habitat compared to none
xx 2 acres of impact to softshell-clam habitat compared to none
xx 30 acres of deer-wintering area compared to none

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternatives C1, C1a, and C1b were dismissed from further consideration for the same reasons: community character and natural environmental impact.
• Alternative C1 would fail to satisfy the study purpose because it would not satisfy the community-character need.
xx Alternative C1 would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District because
it would create a visual and physical barrier between the district and its commercial
and recreational waterfront.
xx Alternative C1 would displace public facilities for recreational boating, which are avoided by the alternatives retained for further consideration.
• Alternative C1 would fill more than 6 acres of coastal wetlands compared to 1 acre by the
alternatives retained for further consideration.
• Alternative C1 would only partially satisfy safety concerns because it would not improve
safety conditions at HCLs and would not provide a consistent rural roadway speed for
Route 1 through-traffic.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Community
Character
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Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose

= Yes

= No

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Community
Character

N2a

• Alternative N2a is a variation of Alternative N2 that is 0.2 mile
longer and located slightly farther north of Wiscasset Village
than Alternative N2, crossing the Sheepscot River.
• Requires a bridge approximately 0.2 mile in length, a bridge
0.1 mile or more shorter than other alternatives crossing over
the Sheepscot River.

N2c
and
N2d

• Alternative N2c is a connection between Alternative N2 and
Boothbay Road via Cochran Road. Used in combination with
Alternative N2d.
• Alternative N2d is a connection between Alternative N2 and
Route 1 in Edgecomb east of Atlantic Highway. Used in combination with Alternative N2c.

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternatives N2c and N2d would have negative impacts on farmlands and residential properties along rural Cochran Road in Edgecomb. Impacts to farmlands would be 2.5 acres,
compared to none by either Alternative N2f or Alternative N2h. Alternatives N2c and N2d
would have a 1-acre greater impact on wetlands than either Alternative N2f or Alternative
N2h.
• In combination, Alternatives N2c and N2d would have more impacts to farmlands and wetlands than Alternatives N2f and N2h.

N2e

• Alternative N2e is a variation on how Alternative N2 connects
to Route 1 in Wiscasset.
• Shortens the western end of Alternative N2 by 0.5 mile to reduce property displacements by 10 and reduces construction
costs by more than $2 million.
• Creates a grade-separated two-ramp interchange at Route 1
and Old Bath Road.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Nf

• Alternative N2f is a variation of Alternative N2 that crosses
the Sheepscot River downstream of the railroad bridge and,
in Edgecomb, follows the Edgecomb shoreline to Route 1.
• Shortens the length of Alternative N2 by 0.5 mile and avoids
the impacts of Alternatives N2c and N2d. Construction costs
would be reduced by $2 million.
• Reduces impacts to farmlands by 2 acres and wetlands by 1
acre, compared to Alternatives N2c and N2d.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N2g

• Alternative N2g is a variation of Alternative N2 in Wiscasset
that modifies the N2 alignment between Bath Road and
Gardiner Road.
• Relocates to Gardiner Road 0.3 mile north of the grade-separated crossing of Gardiner Road and provides a two-ramp interchange at this location.
• Reduces property displacements by seven, compared to
Alternative N2.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
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Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

N2h

USACE
Purpose

= Yes

= No

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

• Alternative N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that crosses
the Sheepscot River parallel to and immediately downstream
of the railroad bridge.
• Within Edgecomb, it follows an inland route, parallel to and
between Englebrekt Road and Cochran Road, to Route 1.
• Avoids farmland, residential displacements, and wetlands impacts in Edgecomb, otherwise created by Alternatives N2c,
N2d, and N2f.
• Creates grade-separated two-ramp interchange at Gardiner
Road.

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Community
Character

• Consists of approximately 1.3 miles of highway, tunnel, and
waterfront construction.
• Shorter than most alternatives retained for further consideration.
• Does not require an additional crossing of the Sheepscot
River.
• To ensure full use of the alternative by Route 1 through-traffic, Route 1 would dead-end at the Davey Bridge to directriver-crossing traffic to the bypass.

PARTIALLY

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternative N5 would fail to satisfy the community-character need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative N5 would:
xx create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the Wiscasset waterfront
xx dead-end Route 1 from the Davey Bridge to draw Route 1 through-trips to the bypass
xx bisect Wiscasset Village neighborhoods
xx sever two Wiscasset Village streets (Churchill Street and Hodge Street) and use a portion of the NRHP-listed Captain George Scott House property; these impacts would be
avoided by Alternative N6.
• Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative N5 would displace
at least one additional property known to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.
• Alternative N5 would only partially meet safety concerns because it would not improve
safety conditions at all HCLs and would not provide a consistent rural highway speed for
Route 1 through-traffic.

• Consists of approximately 2.3 miles of roadway, tunnel, and
waterfront construction.
• Shorter than most alternatives retained for further consideration.
•
Avoids some Wiscasset Village impacts of Alternative N5.
(Including N6a)
• Does not require additional crossing of the Sheepscot River.
• Route 1 would dead-end at the Davey Bridge to direct rivercrossing traffic to the bypass.

PARTIALLY

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N5

N6
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Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose

= Yes

= No

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternative N7 would be longer and more costly than Alternative N6 without increased
advantages.
• Alternative N7 would be a redundant alternative, being similar to Alternative N8d, an alternative retained for further consideration.
• Alternative N7 would fail to satisfy the community-character need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative N7 would:
xx create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the waterfront
xx dead-end Route 1 at the Davey Bridge
xx use a portion of the NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail and Museum property
• Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative N7 would displace
at least two additional properties known to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.
• Alternative N7 would only partially meet safety concerns because it would not improve
safety conditions at HCLs and would not provide a consistent rural highway speed for
Route 1 through-traffic.

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternative N8a would fail to satisfy the community-character need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative N8a would:
xx create a visual and physical barrier between the NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail and Museum
and the district
xx displace at least four properties now known to be eligible for listing on the NRHP
• Alternative N8a would impact an eelgrass bed in the Sheepscot River, which provides habitat for Atlantic salmon and short-nose sturgeon, both endangered species. Other alternatives retained for further consideration would avoid this impact.

Community
Character

N7

• Consists of approximately 3 miles of roadway, tunnel, and waterfront construction.
• Shorter than most alternatives retained for further consideration.
• Does not require additional crossing of the Sheepscot River.
• Route 1 would dead-end at the Davey Bridge to direct rivercrossing traffic to the bypass.

N8a

• Consists of approximately 3 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Developed to examine a Sheepscot River crossing alternative
north of Davey Bridge but south of Clark Point.
• Alternative N8a is similar to Alternative N2 west of Gardiner
Road.
• Includes a new bridge from within Wiscasset Village, commencing north of Wiscasset Middle School to Davis Island in
Edgecomb, near the Davey Bridge.

N8b

• Consists of approximately 4 miles of roadway and bridge construction on new location.
• Developed to examine a Sheepscot River crossing alternative
north of Davey Bridge but south of Clark Point.
• Alternative N8b is similar to Alternative N2 west of Gardiner
Road.
• Includes a new bridge from the northern edge of Wiscasset
Village to the Edgecomb mainland north of Cod Cove.

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Alternative N8b, similar to Alternative N8c on the Wiscasset side of the Sheepscot River, was
dismissed in favor of Alternative N8c because Alternative N8b would offer no advantages
to Alternative N8c but would have more right-of-way impacts in Edgecomb. Supplemental
information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative N8b would have nine more property displacements than Alternative N8c.

N8c

• Consists of 3.3 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Developed to examine a Sheepscot River crossing alternative
north of Davey Bridge but south of Clark Point.
• Alternative N8b is similar to Alternative N2 west of Gardiner
Road.
• Avoids direct impact to Wiscasset Village and Edgecomb
mainland.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
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PARTIALLY

Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

N8d

N9

USACE
Purpose

= Yes

= No

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

• Consists of 2.8 miles of highway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Developed as a lower cost alternative to Alternative N8c.
• Follows the northern waterfront in Wiscasset Village and connects to Davey Bridge at the foot of Route 1 (located entirely
in Wiscasset), avoiding a new river crossing.
• Route 1 would dead-end at the Davey Bridge to direct rivercrossing traffic to the bypass.

Safety
Concerns

PARTIALLY

• Consists of 6.3 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Provides a traffic-relief route for through-traffic during times
of traffic congestion.
• Reduces travel distance by up to 0.5 mile for trips from
Gardiner Road north with destinations east of the Sheepscot
River.

				

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Dismissed in
Stage II

• Route 1 through-traffic would travel 0.7 mile more in distance to use Alternative N9 than
it would to use Alternative N2. Additional travel distance would add travel time and make
Alternative N9 less effective than Alternative N2 in reducing Route 1 through-traffic and
congestion in Wiscasset Village. This extra distance would add approximately 1 minute of
travel time for each Route 1 through-vehicle.
• Alternative N9 would be 1.7 miles longer than Alternative N2 and have the following effects:
xx Alternative N9 would require acquisition of 140 acres of property, compared to the 90
acres required by Alternative N2.
xx Alternative N9 would cost more than $10 million more than the $60 million to $70 million for Alternative N2 (2006 dollars).
• Alternative N9 would have a greater impact on the natural environment than Alternative
N2.
• Alternative N9 would have more impact than Alternative N2 on the following resources:
farmlands (6 acres vs. 2 acres), forested wetlands (3.8 acres vs. 2.7 acres), and deer-wintering area (10 acres vs. 0 acres).
• Alternative N9 would require the acquisition of 2.2 acres of property from the Wiscasset
Primary School. Alternatives retained for further consideration require no property from
the Wiscasset Primary School.

Community
Character
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Appendix A
Key:

= Yes

= No

STAGE III ALTERNATIVES
What was
the outcome?

Why?

No-build

• Consists of no new roadway construction or other measures
to increase capacity or decrease demand on Route 1 (except
connected actions and TSM/TDM measures listed in exhibit
2.1). The No-build Alternative would include long-term traffic
operational improvements to the Route 1 at Boothbay Road
intersection in Edgecomb.

Retained for
further
consideration

Although the No-build Alternative satisfies neither the study purpose and needs nor the
USACE’s basic project purpose, it was retained for further consideration. (The No-build
Alternative fails to address the worsening traffic congestion, safety, and community-character issues in Wiscasset Village.) The No-build Alternative and its consequences allow equal
comparison to the build alternatives and help decision-makers understand the consequences of taking no action.

N2

• Consists of approximately 4.7 miles of roadway and bridge
construction on new location.
• Provides an effective northerly route for Route 1 and Gardiner
Road through-traffic.

Retained for
further
consideration, • Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
as modified by
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
Alternatives
N2e and N2g

N2a

• Alternative N2a is a variation of Alternative N2 that is 0.2 mile
longer and located slightly farther north of Wiscasset Village
than Alternative N2, crossing the Sheepscot River.
• Requires a bridge approximately 0.2 mile in length, a bridge
0.1 mile or more shorter than other alternatives crossing over
the Sheepscot River.

Retained for
further
consideration

N2e

• Alternative N2e is a variation on how Alternative N2 connects
to Route 1 in Wiscasset.
• Shortens the western end of Alternative N2 by 0.5 mile to reduce property displacements by 10 and reduces construction
costs by more than $2 million.
• Creates a grade-separated two-ramp interchange at Route 1
and Old Bath Road.

N2f

• Alternative N2c is a connection between Alternative N2 and
Boothbay Road via Cochran Road. Used in combination with
Alternative N2d.
• Alternative N2d is a connection between Alternative N2 and
Route 1 in Edgecomb east of Atlantic Highway. Used in combination with Alternative N2c.

N2g

• Alternative N2g is a variation of Alternative N2 in Wiscasset
that modifies the N2 alignment between Route 1 and
Gardiner Road.
• Relocates access to Gardiner Road 0.3 mile north of the
grade-separated crossing of Gardiner Road and provides a
two-ramp interchange at this location.
• Reduces displacements by seven compared to Alternative
N2.

Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose
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Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

Community
Character

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Retained as a
modification of • Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
Alternatives N2
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
and N8c

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Retained as a
modification of • Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
Alternatives N2
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
and N8c

Appendix A
Key:
Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

N2h

USACE
Purpose

= Yes

= No

Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

• Alternative N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that crosses
the Sheepscot River parallel to and immediately downstream
of the railroad bridge.
• In Edgecomb, it follows an inland route, parallel to and between Englebrekt Road and Cochran Road, to Route 1.
• Avoids residential displacements and wetlands impacts in
Edgecomb incurred by Alternative N2f.
• Creates grade-separated two-ramp interchange at Gardiner
Road.

• Consists of approximately 2.3 miles of roadway, tunnel, and
waterfront construction.
• Shorter than most alternatives retained for further consideration.
• Avoids some of the Wiscasset Village impacts of Alternative
(Including N6a)
N5.
• Does not require additional crossing of the Sheepscot River.
• Route 1 would dead-end at the Davey Bridge to direct rivercrossing traffic to the bypass.

N6

PARTIALLY

What was
the outcome?

Why?

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Dismissed in
Stage III

• Alternatives N6 and N6a were dismissed from further consideration for the same reasons.
• Alternative N6 would fail to satisfy the community-character need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative N6 would:
xx bisect Wiscasset Village neighborhoods
xx create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the waterfront
xx dead-end Route 1 at the Davey Bridge
• Supplemental information available in 2007 indicates that Alternative N6 would displace
at least three properties known to be eligible for listing on the NRHP
• Alternative N6 would only partially meet safety concerns because it would not address
HCLs and would not provide a consistent rural highway speed for Route 1 through-traffic

Community
Character

N8c

• Consists of 3.3 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Developed to examine a Sheepscot River crossing alternative
north of Davey Bridge but south of Clark Point.
• Alternative N8c is similar to Alternative N2 west of Gardiner
Road.
• Avoids direct impact to Wiscasset Village and Edgecomb
mainland.

Retained for
further
consideration,
• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
as modified by
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.
Alternatives
N2e, N2g, and
N8c'

N8c'

• Alternative N8c' is a variation of Alternative N8c that follows a
northerly route between Gardiner Road and Route 218.
• Adds 0.3 mile and $3 million in cost to Alternative N8c.
• Reduces the number of residential displacements by two.
• Avoids separating a NRHP-eligible property from the Wiscasset Historic District.
• Relocates Gardiner Road access to the bypass from the
Hooper Street area where Alternative N2 has access to
Gardiner Road

Retained as a
modification
of Alternative
N8c

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N8d

• Consists of 2.8 miles of highway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Developed as a lower-cost alternative to Alternative N8c.
• Follows the northern waterfront in Wiscasset Village and connects to Davey Bridge at the foot of Route 1 (located entirely
in Wiscasset), avoiding a new river crossing.

Dismissed in
Stage III

• Alternative N8d would fail to satisfy the community-character need and would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District. Alternative N8d would:
xx create a visual and physical barrier between the district and the waterfront
xx dead-end Route 1 at the Davey Bridge
xx use portions of the NRHP-listed Wiscasset Jail and Museum and Captain George Scott
House properties
• Alternative N8d would partially meet safety concerns because it would not address HCLs
and would not provide a consistent rural highway speed for Route 1 through-traffic

PARTIALLY
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Key:

= Yes

= No

ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
What was
the outcome?

Why?

No-build

• Consists of no new roadway construction or other measures
to increase capacity or decrease demand on Route 1 (except
connected actions and TSM/TDM measures listed in exhibit
2.1). The No-build Alternative would include long-term traffic
operational improvements to the Route 1 at Boothbay Road
intersection in Edgecomb.

Retained for
further
consideration

Although the No-build Alternative satisfies neither the study purpose and needs nor the
USACE’s basic project purpose, it was retained for further consideration. (The No-build
Alternative fails to address the worsening traffic congestion, safety, and community-character issues in Wiscasset Village.) The No-build Alternative and its consequences allow equal
comparison to the build alternatives and help decision-makers understand the consequences of taking no action.

N2a/N2h

• Consists of 4.8 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2a/N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e,
N2a, N2g, and N2h.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N2/N2f

• Consists of 3.9 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2/N2f is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e,
N2f, and N2g.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N2/N2h

• Consists of 4.7 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N2h is a variation of Alternative N2 that combines
alignment features of Stage III Alternatives N2, N2e, N2g, and
N2h.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

N8c

• Consists of 3.1 miles of roadway and bridge construction on
new location.
• Alternative N8c is an alternative that crosses the Sheepscot
River south of Clark Point and terminates in Edgecomb on
Davis Island.
• Alternative N8c combines alignment features of Stage III
Alternatives N2, N2e, N2g, N8c, and N8c’.

Retained for
further
consideration

• Determined to be one of a few alternatives that best satisfied the purpose and needs of the
study with the least adverse impact to the environment.

Alternative

How does this alternative differ from the No-build
Alternative and each other?

Meets
purpose?
Study
Purpose

USACE
Purpose
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Meets
needs?
Traffic
Congestion

Safety
Concerns

Community
Character

Appendix B

Impact Analysis for
Species Protected by the
Federal Endangered Species Act
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study DEIS
Technical Memorandum
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